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ABSTRACT 
Portfolio entrepreneurs stand for a substantial proportion of new business start-ups. 
These are current owner-managers who involve themselves in the start-up of new 
business ventures while still retaining their current business(es). The purpose of 
this composite thesis is to contribute to the knowledge on portfolio entrepreneurs 
concerning the role of their experience and resources, developed from their 
previous and current businesses, in the process of identifying or creating new 
business opportunities and exploiting these by starting new business activities. The 
opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship and the resource-based view of the 
firm were chosen as theoretical platforms. 
This dissertation contains an introduction and six separate scientific articles. A 
triangulation approach has been chosen. The studies utilize four different datasets, 
of which two are longitudinal quantitative data, one is cross-sectional quantitative 
data and one is cross-sectional qualitative data. Two of the empirical studies are 
conducted in a multi-industry and four in a single industry context; the farm sector. 
The evidence presented indicates that resource transfer from current businesses to 
new business activities is a key aspect of portfolio entrepreneurship. Prior 
knowledge and resources are utilized in the opportunity identification as well as 
exploitation process, which have consequences for behaviours related to the 
identification and exploitation of new business opportunities and subsequent 
venture performance. The resource transfer from current businesses may represent 
assets as well as liabilities for the new business venture, and may enhance or 
impair new venture performance. 
Evidence from the studies within the farm context indicate that farmers' start-up of 
additional business activities are more likely to be pulled from entrepreneurial 
abilities and identified opportunities, than to be pushed from constraints related to 
farming. Their farm-specific resources and knowledge are often not applicable to 
new ventures, and therefore new resources have to be acquired. Too much reliance 
of existing resources are associated with less potential of the ideas identified and 
lower profitability in the business activities initiated. Policy makers should 
therefore encourage resource acquisition and learning related to other areas than 
farming to increase entrepreneurial abilities and opportunities of farmers. 
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articles be a part of my thesis. I have learned a lot from all of you during our 
collaborative writing processes. Although he has neither been my supervisor nor 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
1 .l Research focus 
Existing business owners account for a considerable proportion of new business 
start-ups (Kolvereid & Bullvbg, 1993; Scott & Rosa, 1997; Westhead & Wright, 
1998~).  Many entrepreneurs own and are actively involved in more than one fism 
at the same time (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Donckels, Dupont, & Michel., 1987; 
Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993; Rosa & Scott, 1999b; Westhead et al., 2003b). While 
maintaining their original firm, they seek to discover and exploit business 
opportunities through the start-up of new business ventures, and thereby build a 
portfolio of business activities. These individuals, classified as portfolio 
entrepreneurs, are the focus of this thesis. The aim is to discuss questions related to 
why some entrepreneurs continue to develop new business ventures and become 
portfolio entrepreneurs, and which role their experience and access to resources 
from their current business(es) plays in the process of starting ventures. 
The incidence of multiple business ownership was noted in historical accounts of 
nineteenth century petty bourgeois groups (Jeremy, 1984), and continues to be 
discussed in contemporary studies (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Iacobucci, 2002; 
Rosa & Scott, 1999b; Storey, 1994; Ucbasaran, Westhead, & Wright, 2006). 
Though the use of varying terminology, the phenomenon of portfolio 
entrepreneurship has been discussed in various studies derived from a wide range 
of subject disciplines, such as cultural anthropology, agricultural economics and 
rural sociology (Carter & Ram, 2003). Recently, portfolio entrepreneurship has 
been recognized as an important topic in the field of entrepreneurial research 
(Ucbasaran, Westhead, & Wright, 2001). Moreover, media has drawn attention to 
entrepreneurs who are involved in several businesses simultaneously. A few, high- 
profile, portfolio entrepreneurs receive a large proportion of the media exposure of 
entrepreneurs (Ljunggren & Alsos, 2006). Policy makers have noted that existing 
business owners are important actors in the creation of new business activities, 
particularly in mral areas. For instance, the stimulation of farm business owners to 
utilize farm resources to develop new business activities has recently become a 
central past of the Norwegian agricultural policy (LMD, 1999). 
1 .l .l Portfolio entrepreneurs 
Postfolio entrepreneurs are defined as existing owner-managers who engage in the 
start-up of new business activities while still maintaining their existing 
business(es).l Consequently, they have ownership stakes and a management 
position in more than one business simultaneously. Portfolio entrepreneurs are 
distinguished from novice entrepreneurs, who have no previous experience from 
owning and operating a business. Further, they can be differentiated from serial 
entrepreneurs, who also have prior experience as owner-managers, but they have 
sold or closed down their previous business(es) before engaging in a new one 
(Westhead & Wright, 1998~).  
Although it has long been recognized that some individuals own and operate more 
than one business venture at the same time, it is only fairly recently that this type of 
behaviour has gained prominence in the entrepreneurship research literature (Caster 
& Ram, 2003). In particular, there has been limited conceptual and theoretical 
understanding of this phenomenon (Ucbasaran et al., 2006). Research in this area 
has to a large extent been empirically based and exploratory (Rosa, 1998), focusing 
mainly on assessing the prevalence of portfolio entrepreneurship and on exploring 
the characteristics of portfolio as opposed to other types of entrepreneurs. Scholars 
have discussed the implications of multiple business ownership to the assessment 
of entrepreneurs' contributions to the economy and to the study of business growth, 
resulting in a suggestion to use the entrepreneur rather than the firm as unit of 
analyses in these types of studies (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Scott & Rosa, 1996; 
Storey, 1994). 
At the individual level, it is well acknowledged that experience is a central factors 
to explain why some individuals and not others identify business opportunities 
(Corbett, 2007; Shane, 2000, 2003; Venkataraman, 1997) and exploit these 
In section 2.3, aspects concerning the definition of portfolio entrepreneurs are more thoroughly 
discussed. 
opportunities through the start-up of new business activities (Shane, 2003; Shook, 
Priem, & McGee, 2003). Portfolio and serial entrepreneurs have experience from 
their prior business engagements which may be valuable for their new ventures as 
it is a source of experiential learning (Politis, 2005) and contributes to the 
development of their human capital (Ucbasaran et al., 2006). Thus, these 
entrepreneurs can transfer knowledge gained from their previous experiences into 
the process of starting new business activities, potentially affecting their 
behaviours as well as the outcomes of these processes. Accordingly, some studies 
have investigated differences in behaviours and performance between portfolio, 
serial and novice entrepreneurs (e.g. Westhead, Ucbasaran, & Wright, 2005; 
Westhead et al., 2005). While the research in this area is still scarce, there are some 
indications that portfolio entrepreneurs to a larger extent than serial entrepreneurs 
are able to utilize their experience based knowledge to modify their behaviours 
relating to opportunity identification and resource acquisition (Westhead, 
Ucbasaran, & Wright, 2004a; Westhead et al., 2005; Westhead, Ucbasaran, & 
Wright, 2005; Westhead et al., 2005). 
In addition to bringing increased knowledge into the process of new venture start- 
up, portfolio entrepreneurs may utilize financial, physical and organizational 
resources of their current firm(s) in the process of starting new business activities. 
For instance, they can start to develop a new venture based on slack resources in an 
existing business, making their existing business serve as a seed-bed for the new 
venture (Carter, 1996; Scott & Rosa, 1997). It has been noted that there may be 
assets as well as liabilities associated with the transfer of knowledge and resources 
from previous businesses (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). However, conceptual 
development as well as empirical research concerning the influence of prior 
experience and access to resources from existing businesses in the process of new 
venture development is scarce. There seem to be a lack of studies on portfolio 
entrepreneurship taking a broad perspective to the transfer of immaterial and 
material resources from the previous or current to the new businesses of portfolio 
entrepreneurs. In fact, there is hardly any literature on how the different businesses 
of portfolio entrepreneurs are linked together. 
Previous research has indicated that the motivations for portfolio entrepreneurship 
may be diverse (Carter & Ram, 2003; Rosa & Scott, 1999a; Wright, Robbie, & 
Ennew, 1997a). However, questions regarding why some entrepreneurs continue to 
develop new businesses and become portfolio entrepreneurs, the processes related 
to the creation of multiple business ventures by portfolio entrepreneurs, as well as 
the consequences of different motivations to the outcomes of new business 
initiatives, are still scarcely explored (Carter & Ram, 2003; Rosa, 1998). As a 
consequence, we still have limited understanding of the phenomenon of portfolio 
entrepreneurship, including its explanations, contents and consequences. 
1 .l .2 Overall purpose and broad research questions 
This composite thesis includes six scientific articles which all represent empirical 
studies on portfolio entrepreneurs. The thesis seeks to contribute to our knowledge 
of portfolio entrepreneurship. By investigating various aspects of portfolio 
entrepreneurship, the thesis will shed light on the motivations, resources and 
behaviours of portfolio entrepreneurs as well as the performance of their new 
business activities. The overall purpose is to contribute to the knowledge on 
portfolio entrepreneurs related to the role of their experience and resources 
developed from their previous and current businesses, in the process of identibing 
or creating new business opportunities and exploiting them through the start-up of 
new business activities. 
The following broad research questions are addressed: 
1. What are the differences in behaviours and performance of portfolio, serial 
and novice entrepreneurs? 
2. What are the factors associated with the propensity to become a portfolio 
entrepreneur? 
3. What are the role of prior knowledge and other resources of portfolio 
entrepreneurs in their process of identifying and exploiting new business 
opportunities? 
A theoretical framework is built upon the opportunity-based view of 
entrepreneurship and the resource-based view of the firm. In accordance with the 
opportunity-based view, entrepreneurship is defined as the creation of new 
business activities through the identification2 and exploitation of new business 
opportunities. A new business activity may be organized as a new firm or within an 
existing firm. The acquisition and organization of resources constitute a vital part 
of the entrepreneurial process. The resource-based view of the firm is utilized for 
theoretical insights related to the role of resources developed and transferred from 
current and previous businesses of portfolio entrepreneurs in the process of 
creating new business ventures. 
In the scientific articles, quantitative as well as qualitative data are utilized to 
empirically investigate the themes in question. The empirical studies are conducted 
in a multi-industry an in a single-industry context. The farm sector has been chosen 
as the single-industry context since it has been documented a long tradition of 
involvement in multiple businesses among farmers (Eikeland & Lie, 1999). 
Moreover, there has been a strong policy focus on entrepreneurial activities among 
farmers the recent years. Two articles are related to a multi-industry context while 
four articles are related to the farm context. 
The remaining part of this chapter is structured as follows: The next section 
discusses the background for this study related to policy issues and practical 
problems. Thereafter, previous research related to portfolio entrepreneurship is 
briefly discussed to identify relevant gaps in the knowledge base for this study to 
address. Subsequently, a summary of the empirical studies included in this theses 
are presented. Finally, an overview is given regarding the structure of the thesis. 
1.2 The practical case for studying portfolio entrepreneurs 
Entrepreneurship is expected to positively influence economic growth both at 
national and regional levels (Davidsson, Lindmark, & Olofsson, 1994; Kirchoff, 
1994; Schumpeter, 193411962). New business start-ups contribute to job creation, 
innovation, competitiveness, lower prices and wealth creation (Acs & Audretsch, 
2003; Reynolds, Storey, & Westhead, 1994). Entrepreneurship can be seen as a 
mechanism through which temporal and spatial inefficiencies in an economy are 
Here, identiilcation is used as a concept to cover both 'objective' recognition of opportunities and 
'subjective' creation of opportunities. For a detailed discussion, see section 2.6.2. 
discovered and reduced (Kirzner, 1973). Moreover, entrepreneurship plays an 
important role in economic development by reallocating resources from lower to 
higher value functions. New business activities challenge existing firms to improve 
product quality or reduce prices (Acs & Storey, 2004). The increased speed of 
change in society implies that entrepreneurship becomes even more important 
(Landstrom, 1999a). Entrepreneurship has, therefore, received increased interest in 
society. 
Stimulating entrepreneurship is expected to be a promising way of increasing job 
creation and fostering economic growth (OECD, 1998). Promoting 
entrepreneurship is an important part of the Lisbon strategy of the European Union, 
which seeks to encourage a competitive and dynamic economy (NHD, 2004). In 
2003, the Norwegian government presented their innovation policy, titled "From 
idea to value" (NHD, 2003), in which pursuing entrepreneurship is a significant 
part. The current Norwegian government continues these efforts. Particularly, 
encouraging business founders and entrepreneurial activities is seen as an 
important part of the rural and regional policy (St. meld. nr. 21, 2006), as well as 
the agricultural policy (St. meld. nr. 19, 199912000). In this thesis the focus is put 
on portfolio entrepreneurship in general as well as in farm contexts. Policy related 
arguments for studying portfolio entrepreneurs related to each of these 
contexts are discussed below. 
1.2.1 Policy issues associated with the general context 
An important part of the OECD job strategy, as well as the Norwegian innovation 
policy is to stimulate more individuals to become entrepreneurs (NHD, 2003; 
OECD, 1998). A goal of Innovation Norway, the major business support agency in 
Norway, is to speed up the pace of innovation and restructuring in the Norwegian 
business sector through increasing the quantity and quality of new business start- 
ups (Innovation Norway, 2005). Their main strategy is to focus upon start-ups and 
small and medium-sized businesses with potential and ambition for growth. The 
efforts introduced are intended to promote economic development as well as value 
creation (Innovation Norway, 2005). Usually, no distinction is made between 
different types of entrepreneurs based on their experience. Thus, there is no 
targeted support reflecting that portfolio, serial and novice entrepreneurs may face 
different barriers to new business start-ups or may represent different potential 
regarding growth and value creation. 
Previous studies have demonstrated that portfolio entrepreneurship is a widespread 
phenomenon.3 In fact, existing business owners seem to be over-represented among 
individuals starting new businesses (Rotefoss, 2001). Previous studies have shown 
that established business owners may have a greater role in enterprise and 
employment creation than earlier recognized (Carter, 1999; Iacobucci, 2002; Rosa 
& Scott, 1999b; Westhead et al., 2003b). Moreover, there are some indications that 
portfolio entrepreneurs are more innovative and offer more attractive growth 
prospects than other entrepreneurs (Isaksen, 2006; Pasanen, 2003; Westhead, 
Ucbasaran, & Wright, 2003a; Westhead et al., 2004b). Portfolio entrepreneurs have 
also been found to show stronger intentions of future engagement in 
entrepreneurial activities (Rotefoss, 2001; Westhead et al., 2005). Consequently, 
current business owners may be a fruitful target group for initiatives aiming at 
stimulating new business start-ups. However, this is often neglected in policy 
discussions (Westhead et al., 2003b). 
At present we have limited knowledge about which factors encourage current 
business owners to engage in the start-up of additional ventures. In order to unleash 
the entrepreneurial potential among current business owners, we need more 
knowledge about the barriers they face when initiating entrepreneurial actions and 
their motivations to continue developing new business activities. Further, there is a 
need for a deeper understanding of the assets and liabilities associated with 
portfolio entrepreneurs as well as the value of utilizing their experience and 
resources in new ventures. With this type of knowledge it may be possible to more 
effectively target support incentive schemes to increase the number of additional 
business start-ups among existing business owners. 
3 A review of reported prevalence of portfolio entrepreneurs is given in section 1.3.1. 
1.2.2 Policy issues associated with the farm context 
While the debates related to the general innovation and business development 
policies only to a limited extent is associated with the potential contribution of 
current business owners in the creation of new businesses, there has been some 
policy interest in promoting portfolio entrepreneurship related to rural and 
agricultural contexts. The government's report to the Norwegian Parliament on 
rural policies include means to promote spin-offs from existing firms as one 
strategy to increase the number of business start-ups (St. meld. nr. 21, 2006:44). In 
the agricultural policy, portfolio entrepreneurship has been given a central role. 
The aim is to encourage farmers to start new businesses in addition to their farm 
business (St. meld. nr. 19, 199912000). Due to comprehensive demand-side as well 
as supply side changes, traditional agriculture is facing extensive restructuring. The 
number of farm units has been more than halved since the 1970s, due to economic 
conditions resulting in reduced profitability of farming. Reductions in the extent of 
agricultural support, in addition to price reduction resulting from technology 
development and pressure on national import barriers, have pushed many farmers 
into seeking alternative sources of income. Demand side changes, for example 
related to increased markets for small scale food products and adventure tourism, 
have provided opportunities for farmers to move their business activities into new 
and more viable niches. As a consequence, farmers' involvement in additional 
business activities has received attention among practitioners and policy makers as 
well as researchers with interest in the farm sector (e.g. Borch & R~nning,  2003; 
Carter, 1998; Damianos & Skuras, 1996; Fuller, 1990; McNally, 2001). 
In the agricultural policy, a particular focus has been put on the utilization of farm 
resources in the creation of new business ventures (St. meld. nr. 19, 199912000). 
National and regional governments have taken several initiatives to stimulate 
farmers to use farm resources to start new business activities within farm-related 
areas, such as food processing or farm-based tourism (Borch & RQnning, 2003). 
However, little knowledge exists regarding the viability of pursuing related 
diversification as a strategy in the building of business portfolio, or on the results 
from transferring farm resources into new business activities. Conversely, it has 
been argued that farmers, though they have the experience as owner-managers, 
lack vital competences related to identifying and exploiting market opportunities. 
As a result of the distribution system of agricultural goods, they usually do not 
have the necessary closeness to the market, and therefore lack knowledge on 
customer needs, are inexperienced when it comes to customer segmentation, sales 
and marketing, and have little useful network or knowledge regarding the 
distribution of food products (Borch & Iveland, 1997). Accordingly, more 
knowledge is needed regarding how and when farm resources and farmers' 
knowledge can be successfully transferred into new business activities. 
1.2.3 Practical purpose of the study 
The practical purpose of this thesis is to contribute to our knowledge about 
portfolio entrepreneurship and thereby inform the policy debate related to the 
pursuit of portfolio entrepreneurship and resource transfer from current businesses 
into new ventures. The thesis will contribute to the debate related to new business 
activities in general as well as to the pursuit of entrepreneurial activities among 
farmers. By addressing questions related to factors influencing the extent to which 
current entrepreneurs identify and exploit new business opportunities and move 
into portfolio entrepreneurship, it will seek to contribute to knowledge for building 
more efficient means of the promotion of portfolio entrepreneurship among farmers 
as well as business owners in general. Further, questions related to the resource 
acquisition capabilities of portfolio as compared to other entrepreneurs as well as 
the consequences of such resource transfers will be addressed. More knowledge on 
the value of experienced based knowledge and resources of farms and other 
existing businesses can inform policy makers who are interested in promoting 
entrepreneurial activities as well as practitioners who evaluate entrepreneurs and 
their business start-up projects. 
1.3 Prior knowledge on portfolio entrepreneurship 
Within the entrepreneurship literature, portfolio entrepreneurs have been examined 
along to two lines of research. First, they have been considered as a subgroup of 
habitual or experienced entrepreneurs. Habitual entrepreneurs are defined as 
entrepreneurs with experience from starting andlor owning at least two independent 
businesses of which one is still partly or fully owned and managed by the 
entrepreneur. This term covers both serial and portfolio entrepreneurs (Westhead & 
Wright, 1998~).  Second, they have been considered as multiple business owners, 
defined as individuals with an ownership stake in two or more independent 
businesses (Scott & Rosa, 1996). 
The phenomenon of portfolio entrepreneurship has also been covered within other 
disciplines, albeit using different terms. Within rural sociology, the term 
'pluriactivity'4 has been used to describe farmers' engagement in gainful activities 
other than farming (Fuller, 1990). These activities may be waged jobs or additional 
businesses on or off the farm (Eikeland & Lie, 1999). The concept has also been 
adopted outside the farm context (Eikeland, 1999; Eikeland & Lie, 1999; Salmi, 
2005). When limited to additional businesses, here called business pluriactivity, 
this literature gives insight into the phenomenon of portfolio entrepreneurship in a 
rural context. 
In this section, prior research on portfolio entrepreneurship will be briefly 
accounted for, starting by a short review of the prevalence of portfolio 
entrepreneurship. Issues discussed in the literature are summarized, and gaps in the 
knowledge based are identified. This leads to the theoretical case for studying 
portfolio entrepreneurship as a phenomenon. 
1.3.1 Prevalence of portfolio entrepreneurs 
Previous studies have demonstrated that portfolio entrepreneurship is a widespread 
phenomenon. Several studies have shown a relatively high number of portfolio 
entrepreneurs among business owners (Schollhammer, 1991; Scott & Rosa, 1997; 
Westhead et al., 2003a) as well as among new business founders (Kolvereid & 
Bullvig, 1993; Westhead & Wright, 1998b). However, the reported share of 
experienced and, more specifically, portfolio entrepreneurs, varies extensively 
among different studies. A detailed overview of the prevalence of habitual, serial 
and portfolio entrepreneurs is given in Table 1.1. Studies have reported between 12 
and 31 percent portfolio entrepreneurs among independent business owner 
managers and business founders. One reason for this variation may be the 
~ d o ~ t e d  from French 'pluriactivitk. ' 
inconsistency in the definitions used and variations in the sampling frames (see 
Table 1.1). Variations by country (Kolvereid & Oftedal, 2002; Kolvereid et al., 
1991) and region (Rosa & Scott, 1999a), industry (Westhead & Wright, 1998a), 
gender (Rosa & Hamilton, 1994) and ethnicity (Ram et al., 2000) have been 
detected. The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Kolvereid & Oftedal, 2002) 
reported a share of portfolio entrepreneurs between 5 and 44 percent for the 
different participating countries. Studies carried out in Norway have reported a 
proportion of portfolio entrepreneurs ranging from 21 percent (Kolvereid & 
Oftedal, 2002; Spilling, 2000) to 34 percent (Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993). Thus, 
portfolio entrepreneurship is at least equally common in Norway as in other 
countries. 
Some authors studying multiple business owners have taken a slightly different 
perspective to determine the magnitude of the phenomenon. They focus on 
business groups, explained as a set of businesses under control of the common 
entrepreneur (or entrepreneurial team) (e.g. Iacobucci, 2002; Iacobucci & Rosa, 
2005; Rosa, 1998; Rosa & Scott, 1999b). Iacobucci (2002) found that 24.9 % of 
Italian manufacturing firms were members of a business group. Using secondary 
data on Italian businesses, Iacobucci and Rosa (2005) found business groups to be 
more usual among larger than among smaller firms, and to differ substantially 
between sectors. Rosa (1998) and Rosa and Scott (1999a) mapped out business 
clusters and demonstrated a complex picture of portfolio entrepreneurship, 
indicating that a 'correct' magnitude of this phenomenon may be difficult to 
determine, as it will depend on definitions and how you control for team members 
involved in joint as well as separate businesses. 
Table 1.1 Definitions and reported prevalence of portfolio entrepreneurs and related concepts 
STUDY DEFINITIONS OPERATIONALIZED NATIONAL REPORTED PREVALENCE 
'ONTEXT 
Habitual Serial Portfolio 
MacMillan Habitual entrepreneur: individual who has had experience from multiple business 
(1 986) start-ups, and simultaneously is involved in at least two businesses 
Ronstadt (1988) Among persons with a career as independent founding entrepreneurs, those who us 63.5 %/ had created more than one venture (practicinglex-entrepreneurs) 39.9 % 





Schollhammer Multiple entrepreneurs: persons involved in the formation of and having an USA 
(1991) equity stake and managerial responsibility in two or more ventures, where each Southern 51 % 
venture had independent legal identity California 
Starr & Bygrave Prior start-up experience: prior participation in the formation of at least one 
(1992) independent start-up venture 
Birley & Habitual founders: founders that had established at least one other business prior 
Westhead (1 993) to the start-up of the current new independent venture Great Britain 37.3 % 12 
Novice founders: individuals with no previous experience of founding a business 
Kolvereid & Experienced business starters: founders that had established at least one business 
Bullv%g (1 993) prior to the current one 
Successful multiple business starters: experienced business starters who still Norway 47.2 % 31 % 
owned the most recent of the prior established businesses (here: portfolio 
starters). 
Calculated from information given in Birley & Westhead (1993). 
STUDY DEFINITIONS OPERATIONALIZED NATIONAL REPORTED PREVALENCE 
'ONTEXT 
Habitual Serial Portfolio 
Starr, Bygrave & Experienced entrepreneurs: individuals with a track record of forming, managing 
Tercanli (1993) and owning equity stake in at least two new ventures which eventually went 
public. 
Scott & Rosa Multiple business owners: persons who have an ownership share in more than 
(1997) one independent business Scotland 
Westhead & Serial founder: individual who sold their original business but at a later date 
Wright (199%) established or purchased another business 
Portfolio founder: individual who retained the original business helshe Great Britain 37.4 % 25.3 % 12 % 
established but at a later date established or purchased another business 
Habitual founder: serial or portfolio founder 
Carter ( 1  998) Portfolio owners: farm owners who owned one or more additional firms 
Diversified activities at farms: farms with other business activities, or other England 
businesses own by the farmer or located at the farm 
Spilling (2000) Multiple entrepreneurs: managers which have been involved in two or more start- 
Norway 28 % of UPS managers Portfolio owners: managers who have owner interests in two or more companies 
Tacobucci (2002) Business group: set of companies, which are legally distinct, but are controlled by 
the same entrepreneur (or by members of the same family) Italy 
25 % of 
firms 
Pasanen (2003) Portfolio owners: individuals who own more than one business at a time. 
Serial owners: individuals who own one business after another but effectively 
only one business at a time Finland Multiple entrepreneurs: SME owner-managers who are both serial and portfolio 50 % 10 % 40 % 
owners simultaneously 
6 This represents 21 % of owner-managers. 
STUDY DEFINITIONS OPERATIONALIZED NATIONAL REPORTED PREVALENCE 
'ONTEXT 
Habitual Serial Portfolio 
Westhead, et a1 Habitual entrepreneurs: individuals with prior minority or majority business 
(2003a) ownership experience either as business founder, inheritor or purchaser of an 
independent business who currently own a minority or majority equity stake in an 
independent business that is either new, purchased or inherited 
Serial entrepreneurs: individuals who have sold/closed a business which they had 
a minority or majority ownership stake in, and they currently have a minority or Scotland 43.5 % 24.9 % 18.6 % 
majority ownership stake in a single independent business that is either new, 
purchased or inherited 
Portfolio entrepreneurs: individuals who currently have minority or majority 
ownership stakes in two or more independent businesses that are either new, 
purchased andlor inherited 
Haynes, 2003 Prior entrepreneurial experience: prior experience from launching a new venture USA 29.2 % 
Ucbasaran, Novice entrepreneurs: individuals with no prior (majority or minority) business 
Westhead & ownership experience, either as a business founder or a purchaser of an 
Wright (2006) independent business, who currently own a minority or majority equity stake in 
an independent business that is either new or purchased. 
~ a b i t u 2  entrepreneurs: individuals who holdor have held a minority or majority 
ownership stake in two or more businesses, at least one of which was established 
or purchased. Great Britain 5 1.8% 22.2% 29.6% 
Serial entrepreneurs: individuals who have sold or closed at least one business in 
which they had a minority or majority ownership stake, and currently have a 
minority and majority ownership stake in a single independent business. 
Portfolio entrepreneurs: individuals who currently have a minority or majority 
ownership stake in two or more independent businesses. 
The pluriactivity literature has demonstrated that the combination of farming with 
non-farm income generating activities is a distinctive feature of the farm sector. 
Edmond and Crabtree (1 994) presented statistics on business pluriactivity related to 
tourist enterprises and other enterprises for different regions of Scotland. Business 
pluriactivity varied between 3 and 19 percent related to tourist enterprises, and in 
addition between 3 and 11 percent related to other types of enterprises. In her study 
of farmers in Cambridgeshire in England, Carter (1996) found that 59 percent of 
farms operated business activities other than farming or had other businesses 
located at the farm. Moreover, 21 percent of farm owners owned one or more 
additional firms. Eikeland (1999) found between 27 and 31 percent of 
entrepreneurs in ten rural municipalities in Norway to be involved in at least two 
business activities (of which 10 and 26 % respectively had one activity in the farm 
sector). 
Irrespectively of the type of measure or definition chosen, this account shows that 
portfolio entrepreneurs constitute a substantial share of entrepreneurs in Norway as 
well as other national contexts, and in the farm sector as well as in other sectors. 
We have to acknowledge that the business emergence process is heterogeneous. 
One important source of heterogeneity is the variation in entrepreneurial 
experience (Ucbasaran et al., 2006). This has lead researchers to call for studies of 
subgroups of entrepreneurs to better understand entrepreneurship as a phenomenon. 
Portfolio entrepreneurs constitute an important and prevalent subgroup. Thus, in 
order to understand the emergence of new business activities, opportunity 
identification and exploitation among portfolio entrepreneurs needs to be 
investigated and understood. 
1.3.2 Research issues and knowledge gaps related to portfolio 
entrepreneurs 
While there are examples of studies from the 1970s and 1980s focusing on 
entrepreneurial activities among experienced entrepreneurs (Lamont, 1972; 
Ronstadt, 1988), it is only fairly recently that this issue has been noticed by the 
entrepreneurship research community. During the last decade, there has been a 
marked increase in the number of studies in this area. Table 1.3 gives an overview 
of published articles on habitual entrepreneurship and multiple business ownership 
within the entrepreneurship literature. The early studies typically aimed at 
documenting the incidence of the phenomenon (See 1.3.1). Later studies have 
focused more on the differentiating characteristics of portfolio, serial and novice 
entrepreneurs and their firms. Studies have explored potential distinctive 
characteristics of types of entrepreneurs related to personal background and 
motivation (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Carter, Tagg, & Dimitratos, 2004; Westhead 
et al., 2005; Westhead & Wright, 1998b, 1998c; Wright et al., 1997a), human 
capital (Ucbasaran, Howorth, & Westhead, 2000; Ucbasaran et al., 2002), 
cognitive rnindsets (Ucbasaran et al., 2000; Westhead et al., 2004a), resources 
(Westhead et al., 2003a; Westhead et al., 2005), information search and 
opportunity identification behaviour (Rosa & Scott, 1999a; Ucbasaran et al., 
2003a; Ucbasaran et al., 2002; Westhead et al., 2004a, 2005), business 
characteristics (Westhead et al., 2005), as well as firm and entrepreneur 
performance (Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993; Westhead et al., 2003a, 2005; Westhead 
& Wright, 1998b, 1998~).  
Characteristics 
Several differences have been found between types of entrepreneurs regarding 
personal background, human capital, resources and behaviour. Habitual and 
particularly portfolio entrepreneurs have often been often found to possess more 
and more diverse resources, human capital as well as other resources, than novice 
entrepreneurs. However, studies have seldom discussed where these resources 
come from or the consequences of the better access to resources. It has been 
suggested that serial and portfolio entrepreneurs may transfer resources from their 
previous or current businesses (Stars & Bygrave, 1992; Westhead et al., 2003a), 
but hitherto the nature and extent of such resource transfer has not been explored. 
While it is acknowledged that transferred resources may represent assets as well as 
liabilities, there has been little research into the types of resources which promote 
or restrain the development of the new venture. This represents an important gap in 
our knowledge-base related to the processes of portfolio entrepreneurship. 
Motivation 
While it has been noted that motivations for new business start-ups vary between 
first and subsequent ventures (Wright et al., 1997a), only a few studies have 
investigated motivational aspects of portfolio entrepreneurship. The findings of 
these studies indicate that motivations vary across portfolio entrepreneurs (Carter et 
al., 2004; Wright et al., 1997a). Moreover, this variation appear to have an impact 
on entrepreneurial behaviours (Wright et al., 1997a) and strategies (Carter et al., 
2004; Rosa, 1998). Consequently, variations in motivation may constitute a source 
of heterogeneity among portfolio entrepreneurs resulting in different behaviours, 
types of business activities created and the subsequent performance of these efforts 
(Carter & Ram, 2003). The impact of motivational aspects on the development of 
new business activities of portfolio entrepreneurs and the outcomes of these 
activities represent an important knowledge gap. 
Behaviour 
Previous studies have found types of entrepreneurs to differ with regard to their 
opportunity identification behaviour. As a result, portfolio entrepreneurs are found 
to identify more opportunities than serial and novice entrepreneurs. This is in line 
with other studies indicating that prior knowledge affect opportunity identification 
(Ardichvili, Cardozo, & Ray, 2003; Shane, 2000). However, it is likely that 
experience from previous start-ups andlor ownership influence behaviour also in 
other areas, including start-up activities, resource acquisition behaviour and 
strategic actions. So far, there is limited research related to the behaviours of 
portfolio, serial and novice entrepreneurs, which is another gap in our knowledge 
base. 
Performance 
The idea of potential performance differences between the firms of habitual and 
novice entrepreneurs have been a driving force for research interest into habitual 
entrepreneurship (Carter & Ram, 2003). Studies have continued to explore 
differences in performance between habitual (portfolio, serial) and novice 
entrepreneurs at the firm as well as at the entrepreneur level through the last 15-20 
years (Dyke, Fischer, & Reuber, 1992; Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993; Ronstadt, 
1988; Schollharnmer, 1991; Westhead et al., 2003a, 2005; Westhead & Wright, 
1998b, 1998~).  Very few studies have investigated performance at the level of the 
entrepreneur. The results related to firm performance have been rather 
disappointing. There has been very limited support for the suggestion that habitual 
entrepreneurs achieve superior firm performance in their newest businesses. Some 
studies have found differences in some of the variables related to firm performance 
indicating that portfolio entrepreneurs achieve better performance in some aspects 
in their businesses (e.g. Schollhammer, 1991; Westhead et al., 2003a, 2005; 
Westhead et al., 2005), while many did not find any performance differences at all 
(Birley & Westhead, 1993; Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993; Westhead & Wright, 
1998b, 1998~).  Consequently, this issue needs further inquiry. In particular, there is 
a need for studies guided by theoretical perspectives which can indicate why and 
how performance differences will occur and to identify the most relevant 
performance indicators. 
1.3.3 Research issues and knowledge gaps related to business 
pluriactivity 
Pluriactivity is a concept used within agricultural studies to describe farmers' 
engagement in 'other gainful activities' than farming (Fuller, 1990). 'Other gainful 
activities' include waged jobs off the farm, as well as other business activities on or 
off the farm (Eikeland & Lie, 1999). Though many studies focus on wage-earning 
pluriactivity only or do not distinguish between waged jobs and business activities, 
some studies have focused specifically on business pluriactivity7 (see Table 1.4). 
Most often, such studies have examined the incidence and spatial variations in the 
extent of business pluriactivity (Edmond & Crabtree, 1994; Eikeland, 1999; Ilbery, 
Healey, & Higginbottom, 1997; Ilbesy et al., 1996), and factors associated with the 
propensity to undertake business pluriactivity strategies (Bowler et al., 1996; 
Damianos & Skuras, 1996; Daskalopoulou & Petrou, 2002; Eikeland & Lie, 1999; 
Evans & Ilbery, 1992; McNally, 2001). These studies have typically been 
conducted at the regional level, investigating the proportion of pluriactive farms in 
one or more regions. Further, some studies have used the farm household as the 
unit of analysis, focusing on income generating activities of all household 
members. A few studies have examined characteristics of the additional enterprises 
(Ilbesy et al., 1998) and factors relating to their performance (Chaplin, Davidova, 
& Gorton, 2004; Skuras et al., 2005), using the new business activity as the unit of 
analysis. 
7 Business pluriactivity has been studied using concepts such as 'farm diversification', 'alternative 
farm enterprises' and 'industrial pluriactivity' . 
Often, the focus has been put on pluriactivity as a response recession and 
constraints within the farm sector. There has been an assumption that farm 
households were pushed into pluriactivity as a necessary adaptation to external 
conditions that did not allow full-time employment on the farm (Daskalopoulou & 
Petrou, 2002; Eikeland & Lie, 1999). Although several studies have found that 
business plusiactivity can be associated with 'accumulation' strategies and not only 
'survival' strategies of the farms (Bowler et al., 1996; Evans & Ilbery, 1992), most 
of this research as generally failed to appreciate income diversification as an active 
and intended strategy (Rernning & Kolvereid, 2006). Indeed, business pluriactivity 
can be viewed as an active portfolio strategy taken by farm households in order to 
facilitate the farm business and new entrepreneurial ventures (Caster, 1998; Caster 
et al., 2004). Further, there is no need to assume that the farm business is the most 
important business activity of the farm household (Rernning & Kolvereid, 2006), 
nor that business pluriactive households exist only in a farm context (Carter et al., 
2004; Eikeland & Lie, 1999). 
There seem to be a need for studies taking into account that business pluriactivity 
can be a result of a deliberate entrepreneurial strategy of farm households. Bringing 
in this perspective can lead to a better understanding of the choices made by fasm 
households when pursuing a pluriactivity strategy, and of the abilities and other 
factors needed to successfully implement new business activities. In particular, an 
important knowledge gap is related to the role of business opportunities to business 
pluriactivity among farmers. 
Moreover, there is still need for more studies investigating the viability of the 
additional businesses created and the contributions made by pluriactive farmers to 
wealth creation. Policy makers promote the utilization of farm resources in new 
entrepreneurial ventures to increase wealth-creation in mral areas. However, we 
still have very limited knowledge of the applicability of these resources and the 
contribution they give to new business development. In order to advice farmers, 
their advisers as well as policy makers on the viability of putting farm resources in 
use for the purpose of new ventures, there is a need for studies of the consequences 
of resource transfer related to different types of resources. 
1.3.4 The theoretical case for studying portfolio entrepreneurs 
There is a growing consensus among entrepreneurship scholars that the research in 
the field must become more theory driven, and that entrepreneurship research 
should take advantage of theoretical progress made in other disciplines and fields 
(Davidsson, Low, & Wright, 2001). However, in stead of using theories in a 
dogmatic way, good research should scrutinize phenomena using different 
theoretical lenses (Weber, 2003). One theory provides only a limited view of the 
world. It is therefore often sensible to illuminate different perspectives of the same 
phenomenon by alternative theories. Theoretical integration is pointed out as an 
important area for further theory development (Davidsson et al., 2001). 
As illustrated in Table 1.3, previous studies of portfolio entrepreneurship have 
often not been theoretically grounded. While these empirically based studies have 
been vital to explore the phenomenon of portfolio entrepreneurship in a phase 
where we had little knowledge in this area, more theoretically based studies are 
now needed. Moreover, while different perspectives and insights can be derived 
from the pluriactivity literature, there is a lack of theoretically grounded research 
also in this area (see Table 1.4). 
The overall purpose of this thesis is to contribute to the knowledge on portfolio 
entrepreneurs related to the role of their experience and resources developed from 
their previous and current businesses, in the process of identifying or creating new 
business opportunities and exploiting them through the start-up of new business 
activities. The focus is put on the identification and exploitation of business 
opportunities and the transfer of experience-based knowledge and other resources 
from current to new ventures of portfolio entrepreneurs. For this purpose, the 
opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship and the resource-based view of the 
firm have been chosen to give theoretical insights to guide the research. 
There is a recognized need to focus on the discovery and exploitation of 
opportunities as a key aspect of the entrepreneurial process (Davidsson et al., 2001; 
Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). The opportunity-based perspective put the business 
opportunity as the focal point. According to this view, opportunities are identified 
by individuals based on their alertness (Kirzner, 1973) and their prior knowledge 
(Shane, 2000). Current entrepreneurs have been suggested to be better able to 
identify new opportunities since their experience give them better access to 
information about potential opportunities and increased abilities to process this 
information (McGrath, 1996; Politis, 2005; Ronstadt, 1988). Ucbasaran et al. 
(2001) observed that while opportunity recognition and information search are 
critical first steps in the entrepreneurial process, research in this area is limited, 
especially in the relation to how entrepreneurs use the knowledge they have 
acquired. The usefulness of knowledge gained from entrepreneurial experience in 
relation to the identification of new business opportunities is still underexplored. 
Moreover, Gartner, Carter and Hills (2003) argued that opportunities may emerge 
from the day-to-day activities of an entrepreneur. The daily activities of current 
business owners may open up for different, and potentially more, opportunities 
than the daily activities of non-entrepreneurs. However, there is still limited 
understanding on how and from which activities opportunities emerge. 
When it comes to converting identified business opportunities into viable business 
activities, it has been speculated that habitual entrepreneurs may have learned the 
craft of new business start-ups from earlier experiences and therefore are more 
competent entrepreneurs (MacMillan, 1986). Politis (2005) found that successful 
entrepreneurs had learned from their prior career experiences. They had developed 
networks and knowledge which seemed to play a crucial role for their ability to 
handle the entrepreneurial process from opportunity identification to opportunity 
exploitation. Lamont (1972) argued that entrepreneurial experience is reflected in 
strategies, resources and skills of entrepreneurs starting their second or more 
venture. Thus, there seem to be a case for studying the business start-up behaviours 
of habitual entrepreneurs. 
The acquisition and organization of resources are vital activities related to new 
business start-ups (Aldrich, 1999; Brush, Greene, & Hart, 2001). The resource- 
based view of the firm suggests that the combinations of resources acquired are 
crucial to building a competitive advantage for the new business venture, and 
hence for subsequent business performance (Barney, 1991). The knowledge 
resources attained from previous owning and operating a business may be valuable 
and unique as parts of it can only be learned by experience. Recently, the human 
capital perspective has been successfully applied to the study of habitual 
entrepreneurs to account for the development of knowledge and skills from 
experience (Ucbasaran et al., 2006; Ucbasaran, Wright, & Westhead, 2003b; 
Westhead et al., 2005). This research has contributed to our knowledge on the 
differences in characteristics, behaviours and performances of novice, serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs related to their profiles of general, entrepreneurship- 
specific and venture-specific human capital resources (Ucbasaran et al., 2006). 
However, this perspective does not take into account the wider spectre of resources 
that portfolio entrepreneurs may access as a result of their involvement in current 
businesses, such as financial, physical, social and organizational resources. 
According to the resource-based view, these types of resources may give portfolio 
entrepreneurs a resource advantage to other types of entrepreneurs when starting 
new businesses (Brush et al., 2001; Starr et al., 1993). 
However, it has been pointed out that experience-based knowledge and resources 
transferred from current or previous businesses may not solely represent assets to 
new business ventures (Rerup, 2005; Starr & Bygrave, 1992; Ucbasaran et al., 
2000). The value of resources may be highly context specific and the resources 
transferred may not always be applicable to the new situation. Recently, some 
resource-based theorists have discussed potential dysfunctional resources 
(Leonard-Barton, 1992; Mosakowski, 2002). These are resources which may 
impair the ability to successfully identify and exploit new business opportunities 
(Mosakowski, 2002). For portfolio entrepreneurs, too much use of resources 
transferred from their current businesses may actually restrain the development of a 
new and relevant resource base of the new business. This discussion suggests that 
there is a case for exploring the role of resource transfer from the current 
business(es) of portfolio entrepreneurs into the process of identifying and 
exploiting new opportunities in order to create new business activities. 
According to the opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship, entrepreneurship 
research should focus on explaining the entrepreneurial process of identifying and 
exploiting opportunities (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Venkataraman, 1997). 
According to the resource-based view, research should focus on the role of 
resources of the firm to understand its competitive advantage and performance 
(Barney, 199 1 ; Mosakowski, 1993). Integrated, these perspectives urge us to focus 
at the role of resources in the processes of identifying and exploiting new business 
opportunities. The theoretical aim of this thesis is to explore this role, related to 
portfolio entrepreneurs. 
1.3.5 The methodological case for this research 
Entrepreneurship scholars have called for a larger variety of methods and data 
sources in entrepreneurship research (Davidsson, 2003; Davidsson et al., 2001; 
Hofer & Bygrave, 1992; Westhead & Wright, 2000). The development of more 
sophisticated theoretical models and subsequent analysis, and more longitudinal 
research have been suggested (Chandler & Lyon, 2001). Specifically, the need for 
studies using a variety of methods and perspectives has been noticed in relation to 
research on the complex phenomenon of portfolio entrepreneurship (Westhead & 
Wright, 199%). 
Table 1.3 summarizes the methods adopted by previous empirical studies on 
habitual entrepreneurs. It is apparent that most of these studies have used a 
quantitative method, gathering data trough cross-sectional surveys. The same is the 
case for studies of pluriactivity, summarized in Table 1.4. There appear to be a case 
for more qualitative as well as more longitudinal studies related to portfolio 
entrepreneurship. Particularly, a triangulation approach where more than one 
method and more than one data source is utilized within the same research, may be 
useful to address different aspects of the phenomenon of portfolio 
entrepreneurship. This thesis will combine qualitative and quantitative methods. 
Qualitative data are utilized in explorative studies related to aspects of portfolio 
entrepreneurship for which little theory is developed so far, related to the role of 
prior knowledge in the process of identifying new business opportunities and to the 
motivations of portfolio entrepreneurs. Quantitative data are used to identify more 
'general' relationships between a limited set of variables related to behaviours, 
resources and performance. Moreover, qualitative data give context to and facilitate 
the interpretation of results form the quantitative analyses related to the farm 
sector. 
A key advantage of the studies included here which relate to the general context, is 
their utilization of longitudinal data. There is a time lag between the first and 
second data collection from the same respondents of 12 and 19 months 
respectively. This time lag between independent and dependent variables provides 
a stronger argument for the direction of the relationships identified in these studies. 
A key advantage of the studies included here which relate to the farm context, is 
their focus upon a single industry of the initial businesses of portfolio 
entrepreneurs. Calls have been made to focus upon contextual issues of portfolio 
entrepreneurship (Carter & Ram, 2003; Rosa, 1998; Westhead & Wright, 1998~) .  
By focusing on a distinct industrial context (i.e. farming) and environmental 
context (i.e. rural areas) the role of this context to the process of opportunity 
identification and exploitation can be accounted for. Moreover, the possible 
resource transfer from the initial farm venture is less heterogeneous when limiting 
the study to a single context. As a result, the consequences of different types of 
resource transfer from this particular context can be assessed. 
1.4 The studies included in the thesis 
This thesis consists of six separate studies, each accounted for in a scientific article. 
These articles represent the groundwork of this thesis, and can be divided into two 
parts. The first two articles investigate the characteristics in behaviour, resource 
access and performance of portfolio, serial and novice entrepreneurs in a multi- 
industry context. The next four articles focuses on portfolio entrepreneurship 
related to a particular industrial context; farmers starting new businesses in 
addition to the farm and hence becoming portfolio entrepreneurs. Each study 
addresses a distinct research aim, which is linked to one of the three broad research 
questions referred to in section 1.1.2. An overview of the six articles is given in 
Table 1.2. 
The first question, related to the differences in behaviours and performance of 
portfolio, serial and novice entrepreneurs, is examined in articles 1 and 2. Article 1 
examines the behaviours of novice, serial and portfolio nascent entrepreneurs in the 
process of starting a new business, and the consequences for this process of 
actually resulting in a new firm. Article 2 examines the resource acquisition of 
fledging new businesses started by novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs, and 
the consequences for subsequent early business growth. The next four articles 
focus on portfolio entrepreneurs only. The second question concerns factors 
associated with the propensity of becoming a portfolio entrepreneur, and is 
examined in article 3 and 4. Article 3 explores the variation in motivation of 
portfolio entrepreneurs in the farm sector and discusses its consequences for how 
the new business develops. Article 4 looks at the push and pull factors affecting 
farmers to intend, prepare and start additional business activities. The third 
question, related to the role of prior knowledge and other resources of portfolio 
entrepreneurs to the identification and exploitation of new business opportunities, 
is considered in article 5 and 6. Article 5 focuses at the role of prior knowledge in 
the opportunity identification processes of current business owner-managers in the 
farm sector. Finally, article 6 focuses on opportunity exploitation, investigating the 
extent of resource transfer from the originating farm business to the new venture of 
farm-based portfolio entrepreneurs, and its consequences for new venture 
profitability. Each of the six articles is accounted for in detail in chapter 4. 
As indicated in table 1.2, the six scientific articles represent qualitative as well as 
quantitative studies, longitudinal as well as cross-sectional studies, various 
theoretical perspectives and various units of analysis. This reflects the triangulation 
approach to the research design of this thesis, including method, data, theoretical 
and investigator triangulation (see chapter 3). 
1.5 Overview of chapters 
This composite thesis consists of two parts. The first part represents an 
introductory overview, and includes five chapters. The theoretical framework 
guiding the thesis is presented in the next chapter. Methodological issues and 
methods applied are summarized in chapter 3. In the following chapter, evidence 
from the six articles is discussed with regard to the presented research questions. 
The key findings are summarized in chapter 5. The theoretical contribution of the 
thesis is highlighted, limitations are discussed and directions for additional research 
are presented. Implications for policy and practice are presented. In the second 
part, each of the six scientific articles is presented. Chapter 6 presents two articles 
related to the general context while chapter 7 presents four articles related to the 
farm context. 















How do the business gestation 
processes reported by novice, 
serial and parallel business 
founders differ with regard to a) 
the start-up activities they carry 
out during the process, b) the 
Multiple number of such start-up activities Weick's theory of 
industries cited, C) the timing of start-up organizing 
activities, and d) the sequence of 
the start-up activities? 
Do serial and parallel founders 
have a higher probability of 
actually starting new businesses 
than novice founders? 
2 
New business 
Do novice, serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs differ when it 
comes to their ability to identify 
onnortunities and acauire 
resources when starting a new 
Resource-based 
view 
Do such differences lead to 
entrenreneur different performance in new 
businesses started by novice, 









































G 2 %  
9-4 g ?  DEPEN- INDUSTRY -S S , ,G UNIT OF DENT 
CONTEXT RESEARCH OUESTIONS PERSPECTIVESY 3 -1 3 ANALYSIS VARIABLE 
What are the motivations of Opportunity based 
farmers starting new business 
activities, and how are Farming differences in motivation related 













Is the likelihood of farmers to 
consider, prepare and establish 
new business activities in 
addition to their farms associated 
with a) the institutional 
Farming environments for farming, b) the 
institutional environments for 
new business start-ups, and c) 
farmers' entrepreneurial abilities 
























Table 1.3 Overview of published empirical studies on habitual entrepreneurs* 
RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 
Lamont Behaviour differences 





Ronstadt Prevalence of habitual 
(1 988) entrepreneurs 
Characteristics of 
entrepreneurial careers 
Stuart & Impact of 
Abetti entrepreneurial and 
( 1  990) management experience 








4 . J U  
Data Valid 5 Q 2 6 collection sample Type 
method size analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Firm characteristics: 
Data from Experiences entrepreneurs have learned. Experience is 
technology- Descr. reflected in product orientation, substantial initial financing 















Substantial number of multiple venture entrepreneurs. 
Second venture often created early in entrepreneurial career. Descr. 
S7 statistics The existence of a corridor principle: The act of starting a 
new venture allows an entrepreneur to see new opportunities. 
Entrepreneur performance: 
Multiple ventures produce longer entrepreneurial career. 
Firm performance: 
Factor Entrepreneurial experienced measured as the number of 
analysis, previous new venture involvements and the level of the 
52 general management role played in such ventures, were significantly 





Scholl- The incidence of 
hammer multiple entrepreneurs 
(1991) The impact of 
experience on new 
venture performance 
Industry relatedness of 
multiple ventures 
Dyke, The impact of seven 
Fischer & kinds of owner 
Reuber experience on firm 
(1 992) performance 
Birley & Differences in 
Westhead characteristics between 
(1993) habitual and novice 
entrepreneurs 
Kolvereid Differences between 
& Bullv5g novice and experienced 
(1 993) founders in personal 
characteristics, resource 








sample Type of 
size analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Prevalence: 
Multiple entrepreneurs are frequent, but incidence rate 
declines rapidly. Successive venture formations are 
predominantly in same or related industry as prior ventures. Descr. 
statistics, Firm performance: 
138 correla. The two years survival rate of multiple venture initiatives is 
tions lower than for single venture initiatives. 
Successful prior experience improves survival rate, while 
prior failures reduce survival rate. 
Unrelated diversiilcation of successive venture initiatives 
tends to imorove subseauent venture success. 
Firm performance: 
Multiple Number of previous start-ups positively related to 
regres- performance. Number of years of previous business 
ownership not related to performance. 
Industry differences in relationships between experience and 
performance 
Entrepreneur characteristics: Bivariate Habitual entrepreneurs start younger, have heroes as role 
analyses, 
models and rely more upon financial support of family and 284 discri- friends 
minant 
analysis Firm performance: 
No differences regarding performance 
Entrepreneur characteristics: 
Experienced founders are more resourceful than novices. Descr. 
209 statistics Experienced founders tend to get involved in more 
(24%) Chi-qa complicated environments with their new businesses. 
Firm performance: 




Starr, Negative and positive 
Bygrave & consequences of 
Tercanli entrepreneurial 
(1993) experience to 
subsequent ventures 
Reuber & The role of expertise in 
Fischer the relationship 
(1 994) between experience and 
performance 
analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Situated 
based on 










parative related to prior entrepreneurial experience, including fund 
3 descrip- raising capacity and initial start-up resources, time required 
tives to achieve milestones, resource expenditures, returns to 
investors and the entrepreneur's personal investment and 
financial gains. 
Corre- Firm performance: 
lations, Owners' expertise is more strongly correlated with firm 
304 multiple performance than owners' experience. 
regres- Some direct association of experience on firm performance, 
sion in addition on the association through expertise. 
Scott & Assess the quantitative 
Rosa importance of multiple 
(1 997) business ownership to 







Large prevalence of multiple business owners - across 
business types, and substantial linkages between businesses. 
firms, Higher number of multiple owners in incorporated and larger 
Survey 600 Descript. businesses. 
X data, Men are more likely than women to be multiple business statistics 
Registrar of owners. 
Scottish Motivation: 





Wright, Motivations and 
Robbie & characteristics of types 
Ennew of serial entrepreneurs 
(1997a) The role of professional 
advisers and financers 





Wright, The role of serial 
Robbie & entrepreneurs to the h 





















size analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Motivation: 
Motivations vary between first and subsequent ventures, 
implications for subsequent managerial behaviour and entry 
mode 
Search process vary across serial entrepreneurs, and reflects 
differences in entrepreneurial motivation 
Pirm performance; 
Performance of subsequent ventures can be positively or 
negatively affected by experience 
Resources: 
The role of active investors changes between first and 
subsequent ventures 
55 Resources: 
(48.7%) VCs relatively seldom funded again previously funded Bivariate entrepreneurs, but used serial entrepreneurs as consultants or 
and to lead management buy-ins. Variations among VCs in how 
multi- the value entrepreneurial experience. 23 
(57.5%) Some indication that VC assess both assets and liabilities of 
analyses entrepreneurial experience 
Firm performance: 






& Wright performance of novice, 
(199%) serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs in rural 
and urban areas. 
Westhead Characteristics and 
& Wright behavioural differences 
(1998~) between novice, serial 
and portfolio founders 
Carter Incidence of portfolio 
( 1  999) entrepreneurship in the 
farm sector. 
Contribution of 









No oerformance differences between tvoes of founders. 
Prevalence: 
Many farmers are involved in a wide range of entrepreneurial 
activities. 
296 Outcomes: 
(29.6%) Additional business activities make a substantial contribution 





Rosa & Diversification as 
Scott growth strategy 
Types of diversification 
strategies 
Carter Differences between 
(2001) farmers regarding their 
propensity to participate 













sample Type of 
size analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Strategies: 
A number of diversification strategies were identified among 
high-growth firms, indicating that growth often happens 
through the formation of multiple businesses. The most 
successful entrepreneurs pursued related diversiilcation, 
while unrelated diversification was associated with hobbyist 
Business kinds of diversion or with succession plans. Further, some 
gene- business clusters were built by investor entrepreneurs who 
alogies, also became managerially involved in the firms in which the) 
23 Life invested. New business creation was more usual strategy of 
history cluster growth than acquisition. Survivalist diversification, 
analyses i.e. diversiilcation out of trouble, was also observed. 
Behaviour: 
Serendipity played a role in opportunity identification among 
expansion motivated entrepreneurs who were consciously 
open to new business activities. Entrepreneurs faced with 
difilculties were more proactively in seeking out 
diversification opportunities. 
Entrepreneur characteristics: 
Portfolio business owners were younger and better trained in 
agriculture, management, marketing and finance than 
Descr. monoactive farmers. They were also more positive to new 
Statistics market opportunities, had stronger appreciation and 
296 
~ ~ l ~ i -  sensitivity to customer needs, and were more willing to 
(29.6%) variate engage in new ventures. 
analysis Firm characteristics: 
Increased strategic complexity in businesses owned by 





Tacobucci Assessing importance 
(2002) of business groups in 
Italian manufacturing 
sector 
Causes of growth 
through business group 
formation 
Haynes The relationships 
(2003) among prior job 
dissatisfaction, the use 
of entrepreneurial and 

























size analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Prevalence: 
Business groups are widely present among SMEs in Italy. 
424 Strategylmotivation: 
Business group formations are most often a result of the 
Descr. firm's growth policy, and less often result of entrepreneurial 
statistics dynamics or capital accumulation process of the 
2 1 entrepreneurlfamily. 
Low degree of diversification in business activities of groups 
high coherence in their growth processes. 
Entrepreneurial dynamics more important in early stages. 
Resources: 
Experienced entrepreneurs who stayed in the same sector 
were most likely to make use of their prior experience. Their 
Bivariate businesses reported more initial employees, greater use of 
19' analyses multiple sources of capital, and use of a corporate form. 
Firm performance: 
Experienced entrepreneurs obtained higher sales levels in 
Pasanen, Prevalence of multiple 
(2003) entrepreneurs among 
successful SMEs in 
peripheral locations. 
Characteristics of ilrms 
owned by multiple 
entrepreneurs and 




Multiple entrepreneurs are common among successful SMEs. 
Firm characteristics: 
Bivariate Higher growth in firms owned by multiple entrepreneurs. loo 
analyses Multiple entrepreneurship most frequent among 
entrepreneurs of innovative growth firms. 





et al. habitual and novice 
(2003a) entrepreneurs in 
opportunity 
identiilcation behaviour 
Ucbasaran, Impact from prior 
Wright & business ownership 
Westhead experience on 
(200%) information search 









& Wright capabilities and 
(2003a) performance 
distinguishing novice, 












sample Type of 
size analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Behaviours: 
Habitual entrepreneurs identify more and more innovative 
opportunities. They utilize different info sources, more often 
773 Bivariate financiers, employees and consultants. They show different 
attitudes to opportunity identification, emphasizing that 
(17'91a) analyses opportunities emerge in connection with problems, that one 
opportunity leads to another, and enjoyment of opportunity 
search. 
Behaviour: 
Prior business ownership can impact on the resources 
accumulated, and on their information search and opportunitj 
recognition behaviour. The impact differs between habitual 
starters and habitual acquirers. 
8 Resources: 
The stock of ownership experience related human capital 
may involve assets and liabilities. Further, they must be able 
to learn from their experience to increase their human capital 
Differences between habitual starters and habitual acquirers. 
Resources: 
Portfolio entrepreneurs have more diverse experience and 
more resources than either serial or novice entrepreneurs. 
BivariateThey also gave greater importance to certain organizational 354 
capabilities, and to managerial competence and human 
(I '"la) analyses capital resources. 
Firm performance: 






Ucbasaran prior business 
& Wright ownership experience 
(2005) of serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs. 
Differences in cognition 
between novice, serial 
and portfolio 
entrepreneurs. 
Westhead, Differences between 
et a1 novice, serial and 
(2005) portfolio entrepreneurs 
in characteristics, 












sample Type of 
size analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Resources: 
No differences between serial and portfolio entrepreneurs 
regarding assets and liabilities of prior business ownership. 
Portfolio entrepreneurs have more equity partners. 
354 Bivariate ~ntre~reneur  characteristics: 
(12.2%) analyses Some differences regarding attitudes to entrepreneurship. 
Tndications that portfolio entrepreneurs perceive themselves 
as more creative and innovative than novice entrepreneurs. 
No differences between serial and portfolio entrepreneurs 
regarding creativity and innovation. 
Entrepreneur characteristics: 
Portfolio entrepreneurs had more diverse experiences, more 
often team starts, and were more innovative. They were more 
motivated by the challenge of starting a business and less by 
personal prospects or perceiving joy in starting a business. 
Behaviours: 
Portfolio entrepreneurs used a wider range of information 
sources and identiiled more opportunities. They showed 
more positive attitudes towards opportunity identiilcation, 354 Bivariate 
and considered their own abilities in this area as a strength. (12.2%) analyses 
Resources: 
Portfolio entrepreneurs acquired more initial financial capital 
than serial and novice entrepreneurs, but invested a lower 
share of personal savings than serial entrepreneurs. They 
were less likely to perceive ilnancing as easy. They focused 
more on organizational capabilities. 
Firm performance: 
Portfolio entrepreneurs offer more attractive growth 
TYPE OF 
RESEARCH 
Number of empirical studies in total 3 2 Summary method issues 
Summary theoretical perspectives 
Number of quantitative studies 
Number of qualitative studies 
Number of studies with speciiled theoretical perspective Number of cross-sectional studies 30 
Number of studies with no speciilc theoretical perspective 26 Number of longitudinal studies 2 
stated 
Abbreviations: Quant=Quantitative study, Qual=Qualitative study, Longit=Longitudinal study, Cr.sec= Cross-sectional study. 
* Empirical studies published in journals or as book chapters. Google scholar search was used to identify studies, using the following search terms: habitual 
entrepreneur, serial entrepreneur, portfolio entrepreneur, multiple entrepreneur, multiple business owner, repeat entrepreneur, ownership experience and 
entrepreneurial experience. 
"0 specific theoretical perspective stated. 
h Hypothe~e~lpropo~ition~ derived without linkage to speciilc theoretical perspectives. 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Ilbery, et al. Nature and incidence of business 
(1 996). diversification by farm 
households in three regions 
Bowler et Factors affecting the start-up of 
al. (1996) alternative farm enterprises, 
compared to paths of other 
gainful activities or traditional 
farming 
Damianos Factors related to the choice of 
& Skuras path of farm business 
(1996) development, including the 
development of alternative farm 
enterprises 
Ilbery, Factors affecting business 




analysis KEY FINDINGS 
earlier development of alternative farm enterprises. 
Geographical variations in the extent and nature of 
Descr, business diversification. 
statistics Adoption of diversification strategies was related tc 
household composition, farm size and farm type 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Tlbery, et Explore farm-based tourism 
nl.(I 998) conceptualized as an alternative 
farm enterprise pathway and 
factors influencing this choice. 
The role of institutions in 
supporting farm-based tourism. 
(1999) pluriactivity 
Social processes conductive to 
industrial pluriactivity 
Eikeland & The effect on pluriactivity of the 
Lie (1 999) integration of rural areas into 
urban labour markets, 
international systems of 
production, and changes in 
sectorial mix 
McNally How diversiilcation has evolved 
(2001) over the last 10 years. 
Probability of diversification 






Pathways of farn 
business 
development 

















analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Farms with alternative enterprises within tourism 
had lower levels of family labour than those with 
other types of enterprises. Different types of tourist 
enterprises are dominated by different farm and 
household characteristics. The reasons for starting 
Descr. tourism enterprises are often complex and speciilc 
statistics to the particular farm. The institutions concerned 
with farm-based tourism in the studied area tend to 
behave reactive and lack understanding of the 
problems facing farm households when starting 
tourism enterprises. There was a growth inter- 
- 
agency networking among these institutions. 
A majority of business owners in peri-urban areas 
base their income on managing several businesses 
Descr. concurrently. Households combine several 
statistics business activities with waged work. There is a 
gender division, where men develop and run the 
speciality enterprises 
High level of business pluriactivity among working 
population in rural areas. Pluriactivity strategies 
Descr. were adopted among farmers as well as other 
statistics business owners. Often, more than one industrial 
activity is combined in one enterprise. Business 
pluriactivity is a male dominated activity. 
Rate of exit is similar to rate of entry for most 
Multi- diversiilcation activities. Most types of 
variate diversiilcation make a relatively small contribution 
analysis to average business income. The probability of div- 












sample Type of 
size analysis KEY FINDINGS 
Human capital accumulation related to education 
and training or to work and managerial experience 
Multi- (fully or partly codifled knowledge) is most 
513 strongly related to business success. Human capital 
analysis accumulation processes leading to the acquisition 
of mainly tacit knowledge do not contribute as 
much. The value of different types of human capital 
accumulation varies between countries. 
Abbreviations: Quant=Quantitative study, Qual=Qualitative study, Lonqit=Lonqitudinal study, Cr.sec= Cross-sectional study. 
- - - - 
* Selected empirical studies published in journals or as book chapters. Google scholar search was used to identify studies, using the following search term: 
business pluriactivity, farm diversification, and alternative farm enterprises. 
"0 specific theoretical perspective stated. 
C Sample size not specifled. 
2 THEORETICAL INSIGHTS 
This work aims to contribute to our knowledge in the area of portfolio 
entrepreneurship by investigating the behaviours of portfolio, serial and novice 
entrepreneurs and the performance of their firms, the factors associated with the 
propensity to become a portfolio entrepreneur, as well as the role of prior 
knowledge and other resources to the process of identifying and exploiting new 
business opportunities. These aspects of portfolio entrepreneurship are studied 
through six separate articles. This chapter will account for the theoretical insights 
guiding these studies. In addition to relying on previous research within the area of 
portfolio entrepreneurship, these articles are guided by the opportunity based view 
of entrepreneurship and the resource based view of the firm. 
2.1 View of entrepreneurship 
Entrepreneurship is a research field which involves multiple definitions, 
perspectives and disciplines. Lately, there has been a growing debate on the 
boundaries of entrepreneurship as a research field, including a search for the 
distinctive domain of entrepreneurship research (Bruyat & Julien, 2000; 
Davidsson, 2003; Phan, 2004; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Venkataraman, 
1997). There have also previously been attempts to define the distinctiveness of 
entrepreneurship (Bull & Willard, 1993; Gartner, 1988; Gartner et al., 1994). 
While there still is no general agreement on how neither the societal phenomenon 
nor the scholarly field of entrepreneurship research should be defined, there has 
recently been considerably progress towards a conceptual clarity of the 
distinctiveness of entrepreneurship research (Davidsson, 2003). 
Three different, but partly overlapping, views of entrepreneurship can be identified. 
The innovation-based perspective to entrepreneurship relates to the work of 
Schumpeter (193411962). Schumpeter viewed entrepreneurship as the creation of 
an imbalance in the market based on a new combination of resources, in the form 
of new products, new processes, new markets, andlor new organizational solutions 
(Johannisson & Landstrom, 1999). He saw the entrepreneur mainly as an 
innovator, who by combining resources in new ways creates innovations and 
introduces them to the market and thereby differentiating himself from other 
companies (Landstrom, 1999a). This entrepreneurial action disrupts stability and 
creates discontinuity (Bull & Willard, 1993). The focus is here put on novelty and 
innovation with new information as the starting point for the entrepreneurial 
process. Entrepreneurship can be pursued by individual entrepreneurs or by 
entrepreneurial firms (Brazeal & Herbert, 1999; Bull & Willard, 1993). 
The business formation perspective views entrepreneurship as the creation of new 
business organizations. Entrepreneurship is here seen as the process from 
entrepreneurial intention, development and establishment of new organizations. 
This process is defined as organizational emergence (Gartner, 1993), or the 
entrepreneurial process (Bygrave & Hofer, 1991 ; Reynolds et al., 1994). This line 
of research has focused on the individuals, ventures and environments of new 
business start-ups, as well as the start-up process and its outcomes (Davidsson, 
2006a; Ucbasaran et al., 2001). In the early phase, the research centred much on 
identifying the special characteristics of an entrepreneur. Around 1990 the focus 
shifted towards the behaviour of entrepreneurs with reference to the entrepreneurial 
process (Carter, Gartner, & Reynolds, 1996; Gartner, 1988; Reynolds & Miller, 
1992; Ucbasaran et al., 2001). In this view, entrepreneurship involves the creation 
of new businesses that may or may not be innovative. Innovative and imitating new 
businesses are both result of entrepreneurial action, even though they may play 
different roles in society (Aldrich & Martinez, 2001). Innovation is thus not a 
necessary condition for entrepreneurship, but may be a characteristic of the 
entrepreneurial action (Gartner, 1988). Entrepreneurship is viewed as being 
pursued by individual entrepreneurs or business founders, alone or in teams. 
The opportunity-based perspective places the pursuit of an opportunity as the core 
of entrepreneurship (Brazeal & Herbert, 1999; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; 
Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990; Venkataraman, 1997). Many studies take as a starting 
point, explicitly or implicitly, Kirzner's (1973; 1997) view of the "alert 
entrepreneur". Helshe identifies business opportunities as imperfections in the 
market and coordinates resources to exploit these opportunities, hereby restoring 
the balance in the market (Landstrom, 1999a). In this perspective, entrepreneurship 
is defined as the discovery and exploitation of business opportunities (Shane & 
Venkataraman, 2000; Venkataraman, 1997). This definition ties entrepreneurship 
close to the individual, as opportunities only can be recognised through cognitive 
processes by individual persons (Dew, Velamuri, & Venkataraman, 2004; Shane, 
2003). However, these individuals may be independent entrepreneurs or persons 
acting on behalf of existing firms. This allows for different modes of exploitation 
of entrepreneurial opportunities, through new business start-ups or through existing 
firms (Davidsson, 2003; Dew et al., 2004; Shane, 2003; Shane & Venkataraman, 
2000; Shook et al., 2003; Ucbasaran et al., 2001). 
The opportunity-based view is distinct from the innovation-based view in that it 
does not necessarily consider Schumpeter's view on entrepreneurship as an 
innovative and pattern-breaking activity as a required condition for 
entrepreneurship (Landstrom, 1999b). Business opportunities are not only the 
result of new information (e.g. new technology), but may be based on market 
inefficiencies resulting from information asymmetry or on shifts in the relative 
costs and benefits of alternative uses for resources (Drucker, 1985). This allows not 
only for innovative but also for imitative opportunity identification and exploitation 
to be included in the entrepreneurship concept (Aldrich & Martinez, 2001; 
Davidsson, 2003; Shane, 2003). Davidsson (2003) even argued that including 
innovativeness as a criterion in the definition of entrepreneurship is not necessary. 
He suggests that a new business start-up in the market is always entrepreneurship, 
as it is adding a competitor and thereby drives the market process in the Kirznerian 
sense. This may seem contradictory to for instance Shane (2003) who put some 
form of innovation as a necessary condition for entrepreneurship. However, Shane 
specified this condition to be related to the milder form of innovation associated 
with Kirzner (1 997). He exemplified placing a new restaurant on a different corner 
or using different recipes or employees as innovative enough to be included 
(Shane, 20039). Thus, in practical sense, the views of Davidsson and Shane do not 
differ particularly. 
Further, the opportunity-based view differs from the business formation view in 
that it suggests a broader framework than firm creation (Shane & Venkataraman, 
2000). While the start-up of a new business organization is one possible mode of 
opportunity exploitation, there are other possible modes. The opportunity can be 
exploited by selling or licensing it to an established firm, or pursued by employees 
on behalf of existing organizations, sometimes leading to the start-up of spin-off 
organizations and sometimes not (Shane, 2003; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). It 
may be pursued by voluntary organizations or by several cooperating firms as a 
joint venture or other type of joint operation. In other words, the entrepreneurial 
process can exist independently of organisational boundaries, and entrepreneurship 
does not imply the status of a particular legal entity (Landstrom & Johannisson, 
2001). However, spokespersons for the opportunity-based view acknowledge that 
the entrepreneurial process requires organizing (Davidsson, 2003; Shane, 2003). 
Shane (2003:7) asserted that "it does require the creation of a new way of 
exploiting the opportunity (organizing) that did not previously exist". Organizing 
efforts are needed to transform opportunities into wealth generation (Busenitz et 
al., 2003; Shook et al., 2003). As Davidsson (2003) pointed out, organizing here 
relate to the Weickian meaning of the concept (Gartner, 1985; Gartner & Carter, 
2003). Weick defined the concept to organize as to assemble ongoing 
interdependent actions into sensible sequences to create sensible outcomes (Weick, 
1979, cited from Gartner, 1985). It involves the coordination and establishment of 
routines, structures and systems (Gartner & Carter, 2003). In Davidsson's (2003) 
view, entrepreneurship involves the creation of new business activities in terms of 
organizing new means-ends relationships or new goods/services, but not 
necessarily new legal firms. Entrepreneurship can then be viewed as emergence of 
new business activity (Davidsson et al., 2001) through the identification and 
exploitation of business opportunities. 
A central element of the creation of new business activities is the acquisition, 
organizing and leverage of the resources needed (Landstrom, 1999a; Landstrom & 
Johannisson, 2001; Shane, 2003). Individual entrepreneurs typically do not possess 
all the resources required to identify, pursue and exploit the opportunity into a 
profitable business activity (Shook et al., 2003). In stead, they have to acquire 
resources from other people and institutions (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990; 
Venkataraman, 1997). Human, social, physical and financial resources need to be 
considered. The importance of resources to the entrepreneurial process has lead 
several scholars to include resource acquisition explicitly in the definition of 
entrepreneurship (Landstrom & Johannisson, 2001; Ucbasaran et al., 2001). 
However, one might argue that the acquiring and organizing of resources is a 
fundamental part of opportunity exploitation (Shook et al., 2003), and therefore 
does not need to be mentioned in the definition explicitly. 
The opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship is utilized to guide this study. 
Entrepreneurship is seen as the creation of new business activities through 
identification and exploitation of opportunities, of which the organizing of 
resources constitutes a vital part. The focus on new business activities implies that 
the results of the entrepreneurial process may be a new firm or a new business 
activity within an existing firm. It two of the articles constituting this thesis, there 
is a particular focus on new business start-up as mode of exploitation. In the four 
articles discussing entrepreneurship in agriculture, however, the entrepreneurial 
activities studied may be organized as new businesses or within existing business 
organisations, i.e. different modes of exploitation. In both cases, the start-up of new 
business activities is at the centre of attention. 
2.2 Previous research on portfolio entrepreneurship 
The research interest into the phenomenon of portfolio entrepreneurship includes at 
least two distinct, but interlinked lines of research within the entrepreneurship 
literature, as well as one line of research related to rural sociology literature. 
Within the entrepreneurship field, one line of research refers to habitual 
entrepreneurs, defined as individuals who have made careers out of starting 
businesses (McGrath & MacMillan, 2000) or as entrepreneurs who have 
experience from starting andlor owning more than one business. Portfolio 
entrepreneurs are here the subgroup of habitual entrepreneurs who still retain their 
previous business when establishing8 a new business start-up (Westhead & Wright, 
1998~) .  The other line refers to m~lltiple business owners, defined as persons with 
ownership stakes in more than one business at the time (Rosa & Scott, 1999b). The 
rural sociology line of research has discussed portfolio entrepreneurship in terms of 
pluriactivity related to additional business activities among farmers. The main 
focus of these three lines of research is reviewed in this section. 
May also include inheritance or acquisition of a business (Westhead & Wright, 1998c), see section 
2.3. 
2.2.1 The habitual entrepreneurship line of research 
The habitual entrepreneurship line of research originally stems from research on 
new business start-ups with a focus on individual characteristics, such as previous 
business founding or management experience. The focus is put on the particular 
characteristics and behaviours of habitual entrepreneurs. Habitual entrepreneurs are 
generally seen as particularly successful entrepreneurs, and therefore worth 
studying and learning from (De Koning & Muzyka, 1996; MacMillan, 1986; 
McGrath & MacMillan, 2000). They may operate within an existing firm or 
through independent start-ups (McGrath & MacMillan, 2000). Their proposed 
success stems from their unique experience from several business generation 
processes. Repeated experience from entrepreneurial processes leads them to build 
an "experience curve" for entrepreneurship (MacMillan, 1986). They may learn 
how to overcome the obstacles during the start-up process (MacMillan, 1986; 
Stuart & Abetti, 1990), and develop a lens through which they perceive and 
evaluate opportunities (De Koning & Muzyka, 1996; McGrath, 1996; Ronstadt, 
1988). 
Portfolio entrepreneurs have been identified as an important 'type' of habitual 
entrepreneurs (Ucbasaran et al., 2001; Westhead et al., 2003a). It has been 
suggested that they are more alert to business opportunities and conduct more 
effective opportunity search (Ucbasaran et al., 2003a; Westhead et al., 2005). They 
put more emphasis on innovativeness (Westhead et al., 2004a) and possess more 
individualistic and goal oriented personal attitudes (Westhead & Wright, 1998b, 
1998~).  It may seem that portfolio entrepreneurs are suggested to be more 
'entrepreneurial' than other types of entrepreneurs. 
2.2.2 The multiple business ownership line of research 
The multiple business ownership line of research arises out of the perspective on 
entrepreneurship stemming from small business research. The focus is put on 
ownership stakes, and the fact that some persons are involved as owners in several 
independent businesses simultaneously (Rosa & Scott, 1999b; Scott & Rosa, 
1997). This line of research has dealt with the estimation of the prevalence of serial 
and portfolio entrepreneurs or multiple business owners (Carter & Ram, 2003; 
Hall, 1995; Schollhammer, 1991; Scott & Rosa, 1997; Westhead & Wright, 
1998~).  The aim has partly been to show that the phenomenon is widespread, and, 
thus, is worth studying more closely. In particular, this research has put forward 
arguments that one should put more focus on the individual rather on the firm as 
unit of analysis (Scott & Rosa, 1996; Westhead & Wright, 1998a). As a 
consequence, the question of small firm growth should be seen as a complex one, 
as growth can be manifested as an increase in the size of an existing firm or 
through the start-up of new firms (Scott & Rosa, 1997). This has lead to some 
research into the formation of business groups, i.e. a set of companies sun by the 
same entrepreneur or entrepreneurial team (Iacobucci, 2002; Iacobucci & Rosa, 
2005; Rosa, 1998). Iacobucci and Rosa (2005) showed that growth through the 
formation of business groups could be a strategy to organize geographical 
extension, product diversification or market differentiation. The formation of 
groups of several businesses that are separate formal entities is seen as different 
from diversification of business activities within a single unit. 
2.2.3 The pluriactivity line of research 
Within studies of the farm sector, the concept of 'pluriactivity' (Fuller, 1990) has 
been developed during the last two decades to describe farmers' engagement in 
income generating activities in addition to farming. Until the 1980s farmers who 
also participated in gainful activities outside the farm, were largely recognized as 
'part-time farmers' (Fuller, 1990). Taking the household as the social and 
economic unit of analysis, the focus of research shifted towards the 'pluriactive 
farm households' which are allocating resources between farm and non-farm 
activities (Efstratoglou-Todoulou, 1990). Research within rural sociology9 has 
particularly focused upon how new business activities may be a response to 
changes within agrarian and rural community changes. Pluriactivity has generally 
been seen as a response to recession and constraints within the agriculture sector 
and as a survival strategy for the farm household (Benjamin, 1994; Bowler et al., 
1996; Champagne et al., 1990; Damianos & Skuras, 1996; Daskalopoulou & 
Petrou, 2002; Ilbery, 1991). 
 he concept is also used within agricultural economics and rural geography. 
Studies in the field of pluriactivity have just as much been concerned with off-farm 
wage-earning as with having other businesses besides the farm, and have often not 
distinguished between the two. Eikeland & Lie (1999) argued that it may be useful 
to differentiate the concept of pluriactivity, and used Fuller's (1990) separation 
between 'making jobs' (operating enterprises) and 'taking jobs' (being a wage 
earner). In their study, they found that pluriactivity is an important strategy of 
persons living in rural Norway, and that about half of these strategies are based on 
'making jobs', and not only 'taking jobs'. Some studies on pluriactivity have 
focused at the start-up of new businesses in particular, interpreted as alternative 
farm enterprises (Bowler et al., 1996; Damianos & Skuras, 1996) or diversification 
(Edmond & Crabtree, 1994; Gasson, 1988; Ilbery, 1991; McNally, 2001). In this 
thesis, 'business pluriactivity' is used as a concept to describe this phenomenon 
within the pluriactivity line of research. 
Studies have investigated push and pull factors related to business pluriactivity. 
Starting additional business activities have often been seen as pushed by the need 
to maintain or increase the income generated by the farm (Bowler et al., 1996; 
Evans & Ilbery, 1992; Ilbery, 1991), particularly in sparsely populated areas where 
other employment opportunities than self-employment is scarce (Eikeland & Lie, 
1999). However, pull factors related to 'accumulation' strategies have also been 
identified (Bowler et al., 1996; Evans & Ilbery, 1992), and regional opportunities 
in non-agricultural markets have been found to pull business pluriactivity among 
farmers (Edmond & Crabtree, 1994). 
2.2.4 Three lines of research - similarities and differences 
As shown in the previous subsections, the three lines of research related to 
portfolio entrepreneurship differ regarding focus and perspectives can be identified. 
Table 2.1 summarizes the three perspectives. Studies related to habitual 
entrepreneurship place the core of interest in the phenomenon of portfolio 
entrepreneurs on their particular (start-up andlor ownership) experience, studies 
related to multiple business ownership focus on ownership, while business 
pluriactivity studies place their core of interest on the new, income generating 
activities. The phenomenon is in all three research lines defined according to 
involvement in more than one business. However, while the multiple business 
ownership perspective focus on firms as formal entities, the business pluriactivity 
perspective focus on business activities which may be organized as firms, but more 
usually as a branch of the existing farm business. The habitual entrepreneurship 
perspective most often put the focus on firms, but some of the research within this 
area focuses on business activities or start-up processes without distinguishing 
between different modes of organization (e.g. McGrath & MacMillan, 2000). Both 
the habitual entrepreneurship and the multiple business ownership perspective 
argue that the individual entrepreneur should constitute the unit of analysis. The 
business pluriactivity line of research takes a somewhat different view, putting the 
farm household as the unit of analysis. The three research lines also vary in terms 
of the main research issues or themes covered in the studies, as summarized in 
Table 2.1. 
Table 2.1 Three lines of research related to portfolio entrepreneurship 
Habitual Multiple business Business 
entrepreneurship ownership pluriactivity 
Core of interest Experience Ownership Income generating 
characteristics 
Experience-based 
However, while there are some differences, the three perspectives are also 
interlinked. In particular, the habitual entrepreneurship and multiple business 
ownership lines of research have a relatively high frequency of mutual citations. A 
few studies also combine insights from the multiple business ownership and the 
pluriactivity perspectives (Carter, 1998, 1999, 2001 ; Carter & Ram, 2003). In this 
thesis, the focus is mainly put on the habitual entrepreneurship perspective. 
However, insights from the multiple business ownership and business pluriactivity 
perspective are also utilized. Amongst other things, this combinatory approach is 
has implications for the definition of the phenomenon of portfolio 
entrepreneurship. Definitional issues are discussed in the following section. 
2.3 Definitional issues 
MacMillan (1986:241) defined a habitual entrepreneur as an individual "who has 
had the experience in multiple business start-ups, and simultaneously is involved in 
at least two businesses". Today, habitual entrepreneurs are usually broader defined, 
often equalized with experienced entrepreneurs, and MacMillan's definition lies 
more closely to that of portfolio entrepreneur. In chapter 1, table 1 . l  summarized 
definitions of portfolio entrepreneurs and related concepts utilized in previous 
studies. This review showed that there has been considerable inconsistency in the 
definitions adopted. The variations are mainly related to three dimensions. 
First, one can distinguish between the focus on start-up experience from previous 
entrepreneurial processes and the focus on ownership or owner-management 
experience1' as the central criteria for the definition. Obviously, these two 
perspectives are overlapping as persons with start-up experience often, but not 
always, will have had an ownership stake in the business they started. Similarly, 
persons with previous ownership experience may also have participated in the 
start-up of this business. Some definitions require both start-up and ownership 
experience as criteria for habitual entrepreneurs (Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993; 
MacMillan, 1986; Starr et al., 1993). Taking a different approach, Spilling (2000) 
differentiated between those with multiple start-up experience and those with 
ownership interests in more than one firm. However, the focus on ownership or 
owner-management is more compatible with a distinction between serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs, since current ownership is the most applicable way to 
separate the two. The start-up phase is temporary in nature. Eventually this 
experience will therefore become past tense, and is therefore not suitable to 
separate portfolio from serial entrepreneurs 
'O This includes experience as owner and major decision-maker in the firm, used by e.g. Westhead et 
al. (2003b) 
Second, there is a distinction between involvement in multiple firms or multiple 
business activities. As indicated in Table 2.1, both criteria have been used within 
studies of portfolio entrepreneurs. Related to the discussion of the definition of 
entrepreneurship in section 2.1, this distinction concerns whether one should 
demand one specific mode of exploitation of the opportunities identified (a new 
firm) to define it as portfolio entrepreneurship, or not. 
Third, definitions vary with respect to their exclusion or inclusion of ownership in 
acquired (purchased or inherited) businesses. While some definitions focus on 
founded businesses only (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Kolvereid & Bullvbg, 1993; 
Kolvereid et al., 1991 ; Ronstadt, 1988; Westhead & Wright, 1998c), others include 
ownership stakes in founded, purchased and inherited businesses when habitual, 
portfolio and serial entrepreneurs are defined (Ucbasaran et al., 2006; Westhead & 
Wright, 1998c; Wright, Westhead, & Sohl, 1998). 
The definition of portfolio entrepreneurship used in this thesis focus upon owner- 
management. Portfolio entrepreneurs are seen as a distinct type based on their 
position as current owner and managers of existing businesses, while being 
involved in new business start-ups. Consequently, the focus is put on new business 
start-up, but allowing for that previous businesses may be founded or acquired 
(purchased or inherited) by the entrepreneur. Entrepreneurship is in this thesis seen 
as the identification and creation new business opportunities, organising the 
resources necessary and exploiting these business opportunities in the market 
through the creation of new business activities (see section 2.1). According to this 
view of entrepreneurship, new business activities may be organized within the 
existing formal entities (e.g. existing firms) or as new formal entities (e.g. as new 
firms). Hence, portfolio entrepreneurs are here defined as existing owner-managers 
who discover new business opportunities and exploit them through organizing new 
business activities. The domain of portfolio entrepreneurs as distinguished from 
other types of entrepreneurs is illustrated in Table 2.2 below. 
Table 2.2 Types of entrepreneurs and business acquirers 
owner-manager 
2.4 Key themes of portfolio entrepreneurship 
The purpose of this chapter is to review previous literature and theoretical 
perspectives to for the theoretical framework for the thesis. This remaining part of 
the chapter is organized according to key themes or aspects of portfolio 
entrepreneurship, related to the gaps in the knowledge base identified in chapter 1. 
An overview of these themes and how they are interlinked is given in Figure 2.1 
below. 
: .......................................................................................................................................................... : 
Context 
OUTCOMES 
""""""""" "f f ; 
THEME 3 1 
Figure 2.1 Overview of aspects of portfolio entrepreneurship 
First, the identification of portfolio, serial and novice entrepreneurs as distinct 
types of entrepreneurs need to be acknowledged. Moreover, I argue that one should 
appreciate that there may be subtypes, implicating that various types of portfolio 
entrepreneurs may be identified (Theme 1). Second, different types of 
entrepreneurs may undertake different processes during their efforts to create new 
business activities (Theme 2). The entrepreneurial process is here seen as the 
process of identifying and exploiting new business opportunities. 
Third, different types of entrepreneurs may have different access to resources, 
particularly because serial and portfolio entrepreneurs may have access to 
resources from their previous, and for portfolio entrepreneurs in particular, from 
their current other businesses, which may be transferred to new business activities. 
These resources may include financial, physical, organizational and social 
resources, as well as human resources developed through learning from previous 
experiences. Such resource transfer and learning may influence on the 
entrepreneurial process and its outcomes, functionally as well as dysfunctionally 
(Theme 3). 
The influence of entrepreneur types and resource access to the identification as 
well as exploitation of business opportunities is a key issue which deserves further 
inquiry. Further, this may have consequences for the outcomes of the 
entrepreneurial process at the f i rdus iness  activity and entrepreneur levels 
(Theme 4). The specific context in which portfolio entrepreneurship takes place 
may impact on the resources available, the extent of and value of resource transfer 
and learning, as well as the entrepreneurial process and its outcomes, and is thus 
relevant for all the four themes.. 
2.5 Theme 1: Types of entrepreneurs 
2.5.1 Portfolio entrepreneurs as a distinctive type 
Several studies have explored the distinctive characteristics of portfolio 
entrepreneurs as compared to other entrepreneurs. Studies have revealed 
that portfolio entrepreneurs are more often male (Kolvereid & Bullvig, 
1993; Rosa & Hamilton, 1994; Westhead & Wright, 1998b), start their first 
business at a younger age (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Kolvereid & Bullvig, 
1993; Westhead & Wright, 1998b), more often have parents with business 
ownership experience (Westhead et al., 2005), and are more likely to have 
higher education than novice entrepreneurs (Donckels et al., 1987; 
Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993). Results related to prior work experience of 
portfolio as compared to novice and serial entrepreneurs are inconclusive 
(Westhead & Wright, 199%). However, Westhead et a1 (2005) found that a 
larger proportion of portfolio entrepreneurs than other entrepreneurs had a 
managerial position in their last job and they had also worked in more 
organizations than novice entrepreneurs. 
Portfolio entrepreneurs have also been found to differ from other 
entrepreneurs regarding opportunity identification behaviour. They are more 
alert to business opportunities and use a wider range of information sources 
than novice entrepreneurs (Westhead et al., 2005). Experienced 
entrepreneurs identify more opportunities than novice entrepreneurs, and 
they also differ regarding their attitudes and perceptions of opportunity 
identification (Ucbasaran et al., 2003a). Further, Westhead et al. (2004a) 
found portfolio entrepreneurs to put more emphasis on creativity and 
innovativeness than other entrepreneurs. 
Further, Westhead & Wright (Westhead & Wright, 1998a, 1998c) suggested 
that portfolio entrepreneurs may differ from serial and novice entrepreneurs 
in terms of their personal attitudes towards entrepreneurship. They may for 
instance be more individualistic, more influenced by a desire to be in a 
powerful role and more concerned with accumulating wealth and gaining 
recognition from their entrepreneurial endeavours. 
In conclusion, research indicates that portfolio entrepreneurs are 
characterized as being more resource rich in terms of human capital 
resources than other entrepreneurs. Some of these characteristics may be 
inherited. Differences in these factors result from particular types of people 
being more likely to choose to become portfolio entrepreneurs than others 
(e.g. men). However, some distinctive characteristics may stem from the 
particular experience of portfolio entrepreneurs. Starr and Bygrave (1992) 
identified a set of variables that may change with entrepreneurial 
experience; enthusiasdenergy, motivation, financial resources, career 
anchor, management style, ethics, expertise, wisdom, network, and 
reputation. Likewise, Ucbasaran, Wright and Westhead (2003b) suggested 
that prior business ownership experience may facilitate learning within areas 
such as how to negotiate with financiers, the importance of planning, the 
need to identify the appropriate levels of leverage, and the need to identify 
factors that are beyond the control of the entrepreneur. It has also been 
suggested that entrepreneurs from experience will develop more effective 
information search behaviour techniques (Westhead et al., 2005), their way 
of organizing information (Ucbasaran et al., 2003b), and their cognitive 
abilities to process information (McGrath, 1996; Ucbasaran et al., 2003a). 
The distinctive characteristics of portfolio entrepreneurs may therefore also 
be developed, for instance as a result of learning from experience. 
The view that the skills and knowledge of portfolio entrepreneurs may be 
developed from their prior experience, lets us view this not only as 
distinctive characteristics but also as (developed) capital resources of 
portfolio entrepreneurs (see section 2.7). From their prior, and ongoing, 
entrepreneurial experiences, portfolio entrepreneurs may have developed a 
variety of resources that might be drawn upon in the process of starting a 
new business and constitute advantages to them as compared to 
inexperienced entrepreneurs (Scott & Rosa, 1996; Westhead et al., 2003a). 
However, not all portfolio entrepreneurs control a similar pool of resources. 
Rather the resource base developed from prior experience is likely to be 
idiosyncratic. Consequently, there may be variations in the characteristics 
and resources of portfolio entrepreneurs. 
2.5.2 Types of portfolio entrepreneurs 
Several authors have suggested that motivations for portfolio 
entrepreneurship may be diverse (Carter & Ram, 2003; Rosa & Scott, 
1999a; Wright, Robbie, & Ennew, 1995). Since motivation is likely to 
influence on the strategies chosen, the processes as well as the outcomes of 
the entrepreneurial initiatives can vary according to the diversity in 
motivations of the entrepreneurs involved. Entrepreneurs' motivation to 
start business activities have been key theme within entrepreneurship 
research for a long time. However, until recently, this literature has failed to 
reflect on the possibility that the motivations for the start-up of subsequent 
ventures may differ from the motivations for the initial one (Ucbasaran et 
al., 2003b; Wright et al., 1995). For instance, Westhead et a1 (2005) found 
that portfolio entrepreneurs more often were motivated by the possibility to 
generate personal wealth and by the challenge offered by the problems and 
opportunities of starting new business activities than other entrepreneurs. 
Further, they were found to more seldom start a new business because of 
unemployment/redundancy or to gain greater flexibility for personal and 
family life. 
Iacobucci (2002) discussed reasons why some entrepreneurs start a group of 
businesses in stead of growing their first business, and hence become 
portfolio entrepreneurs. He identified three main reasons; the firm's growth 
policy, entrepreneurial dynamics and capital accumulation on the part of the 
entrepreneur or hisher family. While growth policy seemed to be the most 
dominant reason, other reasons were also present for some portfolio 
entrepreneurs. Rosa and Scott (1999a) interviewed habitual entrepreneurs 
regarding how and why each business was added to the business group. The 
motivations given included the wish to diversify into a new market, to 
spread risk or to overcome potential adversity, business creation as a 
challenge or a hobby, to protect a new area or brand name, to ring fence a 
geographical diversification, to ring fence risk, to add value to existing 
ventures owned by the entrepreneur, to assist a friend or relative, to launder 
money, profits andlor family assets, to avoid paying taxes, and to cut costs 
and enhance internal efficiencies. 
From their literature review, Carter and Ram (2003:375) concluded that 
motivations for portfolio entrepreneurship can "range from entrepreneurs 
who invest in several sectors at once and who are thus able to move their 
capital between various enterprises as the market conditions require; to 
small scale traders who diversify their economic activities to cover both 
productive and distributive functions; to the only survival strategy available 
to marginal businesses". It is likely that new business that are started to 
utilize new opportunities along the opportunity corridor or to increase 
capacity to be able to take more of fast growing market, may be quite 
different from those started because the first business do not give enough 
income for the family or to save the first business from closure. It may 
therefore be useful to be able to differ between these different types of 
business portfolios, in particular when discussing performance 
consequences of portfolio entrepreneurship. 
2.6 Theme 2: Identification and exploitation of 
opportunities 
2.6.1 The opportunity based view of entrepreneurship 
As mentioned earlier, the opportunity based view of entrepreneurship focuses at the 
identification and exploitation of business opportunities. This view emphasizes 
business opportunities as the main source of entrepreneurial activities and an 
important trigger of new business start-ups, and thus as the fundamental aspect of 
the entrepreneurial process. (Eckhardt & Shane, 2003; Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990; 
Venkataraman, 1997). The entrepreneurial process involves the functions, activities 
and actions associated with the identification of opportunities and the creation of 
business activities to pursue these opportunities (Bygrave & Hofer, 1991). 
Entrepreneurial opportunities are those situations in which new goods, services, 
raw materials, and organizing methods can be introduced through the formation of 
new means, ends, or means-ends relationships (Casson, 1982; Eckhardt & Shane, 
2003). An opportunity may appear as an imprecisely-defined market need, or as 
un-employed or under-employed resources or capabilities (Kirzner, 1997). The 
existence and identification of opportunities is seen as a result of an economic 
system in which information is unevenly distributed across people (Eckhardt & 
Shane, 2003; Kirzner, 1997). However, knowledge is not sufficient to identify an 
opportunity; the value of this knowledge needs to be recognized (Alvarez, 2003), 
and the means-ends relationship needs to be developed (Ardichvili et al., 2003; 
Eckhardt & Shane, 2003). 
Entrepreneurial activities can be understood as the nexus of opportunities and 
enterprising individuals (Shane, 2003). Access to opportunities may pull 
individuals to create new business activities. On the other hand, whether the 
individuals decide to pursue the opportunity depend on their evaluation of the 
opportunity (Ardichvili et al., 2003). The exploitation of an opportunity refers to 
the process where activities and investments are committed to build or organize an 
efficient business system in order to be able to gain returns from the business 
concept arising from the opportunity (Choi & Shepherd, 2004). This process can be 
understood as the start-up of a new business activity, organized within an existing 
firm or through the formation of a new firm (Davidsson, 2003). 
This section will first give a brief account of the process of opportunity 
identification. Following, the opportunity identification process are discussed in 
relation to portfolio entrepreneurs. Thereafter, the process of opportunity 
exploitation will be briefly reviewed, followed by a section discussing opportunity 
exploitation processes of portfolio entrepreneurs. 
2.6.2 The process of opportunity identification 
One of the main puzzles that research relating to entrepreneurial opportunities has 
dealt with why, when and how some individuals generate opportunities while 
others do not (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). There seem to be an agreement that 
some persons are more able to identify particular opportunities than others (Gaglio 
& Katz, 2001; Krueger, 2000; Ronstadt, 1988; Shane, 2000; Ucbasaran et al., 
2003a; Venkataraman, 1997). The ability to discover these opportunities demands 
the possession of the necessary information as well as the cognitive ability to 
evaluate this information (Corbett, 2007). Kirzner (1973; 1997) argued that 
opportunities are discovered by individuals who are alert; that is they have "an 
attitude of receptiveness to available (but hitherto overlooked) opportunities" 
(Kirzner, 1997:72). 
Opportunities vary largely in complexity and characteristics, and so do the 
processes through which they are identified. The literature has discussed at least 
three dimensions of such variations. First, opportunities may be of a Schumpeterian 
or Kirznerian type (Shane, 2003). In Schumpeter's (193411962) argument, 
entrepreneurs use new information to recombine resources into more valuable 
forms. In this view, opportunities may come as a result of research and generation 
of new knowledge. In contrast, Kirzner (1997) argued that opportunities exist due 
to differences in access to existing information. In particular, knowledge on 
markets, how to serve markets, and customer problems will influence on peoples 
ability to see or create opportunities (Shane, 2000). Opportunities can therefore 
either be seen as 'pushed' from new innovations, such as research and 
technological development, or 'pulled' from changes in markets and customer 
needs. 
Second, opportunities may be the result of serendipity or deliberate search 
(Chandler, Dahlquist, & Davidsson, 2002; Gaglio & Katz, 2001). Caplan (1999) 
argued that opportunity identification is the outcome of a successful rational search 
process. Entrepreneurs identify opportunities as a result of superior information 
processing ability, search techniques, or scanning behaviour (Shaver & Scott, 
1991). This view places the investment in information at the centre of opportunity 
discovery (Fiet, 1996). Kirzner (1997), however, argued that discovery of 
opportunities is neither a result of deliberate search for information nor a result of 
pure chance. Instead it is something in between: the result of alertness to possible 
opportunities. Even though opportunities are seldom the result of pure luck, it 
might be argued that the process of opportunity discovery may be more or less 
pushed by an active search. As a consequence, we might identify different types of 
such processes (Chandler et al., 2002). 
Third, there is also a debate whether opportunities objectively exist and needs to be 
discovered by the entrepreneur or whether opportunities are subjectively created by 
the entrepreneur (Gartner et al., 2003). The first view is apparent in the work of 
both Schumpeter and Kirzner who both discusses how opportunities are 
discovered. Further, Shane & Venkataraman (2000) argued that opportunities 
themselves are objective phenomena but that they are not known to all parties at all 
times. In contrast, De Koning (1999) hold the view that opportunities are formed. 
They exist in the mind of the entrepreneur as creative constructions (Hench & 
Sandberg, 2000). Gartner et al. (2003) saw opportunities as enacted, as outcomes 
of the sense-making activities of individuals. These two views result from different 
ontological paradigms. While realists conceive opportunities as, at least partly, 
being 'out there' awaiting discovery, evaluation and exploitation, social 
constsuctionists consider opportunities as only existing within the mind of the 
entrepreneur. 
However, regardless of whether social environments are objective or subjective 
phenomena, the impact they have on individuals' perceptions and intentions are 
real (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006). According to Sarason, Dean and Dillasd 
(2006), entrepreneurial ventures are created by purposeful actions through a unique 
CO-evolutionary interaction between the entrepreneur and the socio-economic 
system. This view emphasise the ability of entrepreneurs to reflect upon and shape 
the environment, while they at the same time are an integrated part of their 
environment. Ardichvili et al. (2003) assessed that elements of opportunities may 
be recognized as objective phenomenon, but that opportunities as such are created. 
Opportunity identifications are not instant happenings. Recently, the identification 
of opportunities has been viewed as a process which involve elements of both 
'objective' recognition and 'subjective' creation (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Corbett, 
2007; McMullen & Shepherd, 2006). Opportunities begin as simple concepts that 
become more elaborate as entrepreneurs develop them (Ardichvili et al., 2003). 
Taking this perspective, opportunities may vary with regard to the extent to which 
they involve recognition and creation. 
2.6.3 Opportunity identification and the portfolio entrepreneur 
It has been argued that portfolio entrepreneurs may be particularly good at 
discovering new business opportunities (MacMillan, 1986; McGrath, 1996; 
McGrath & MacMillan, 2000; Ronstadt, 1988), Founding, owning and operating a 
firm gives access to information and knowledge which can become the basis of 
other valuable business ideas. Ronstadt (1988:31) introduced "the corridor 
principle" and suggested that "the mere act of starting a venture enables 
entrepreneurs to see other venture opportunities they could neither see nor take 
advantage of until they had started their initial venture". Shane (2000) argued that 
entrepreneurs discover opportunities because prior knowledge triggers recognition 
of the value of information. Hills, Shrader and Lumpkin (1999) saw the 
opportunity identification process as starting in the base of experience and 
knowledge of the entrepreneur. If being an owner-manager of an existing firm 
gives access to information unavailable to others, existing owner-managers may 
possess information about business opportunities that are hidden for others. Shane 
& Venkataraman (2000) suggested that this prior information necessary to identify 
an opportunity may be about user needs or about specific aspects of the production 
function. 
In addition to giving access to information that forms the basis of new 
opportunities, entrepreneurial experience may also develop skills and capabilities 
that increase the ability to identify opportunities from this information (McGrath, 
1996; Ucbasaran et al., 2003a). McGrath (1996) advocated that experienced 
entrepreneurs often have larger ability to identify and take advantage of 
opportunities, since experience increases their sense-making ability (Weick, 1979). 
Ucbasaran, et al. (2003a) investigated information search and opportunity 
identification among novice and habitual entrepreneurs. They found that while 
there were no differences in the intensity of information search and number of 
sources used, habitual entrepreneurs identified more opportunities given a certain 
amount of information. They also found that habitual entrepreneurs had different 
attitudes to opportunity identification than their less experienced counterparts. 
Habitual entrepreneurs put more focus on problem solving activities as a source of 
opportunities, they enjoyed opportunity identification more and they assessed that 
one opportunity often lead to another. The latter is in congruence with Ronstadt's 
(1988) 'corridor principle'. 
The above discussion indicates that identification of opportunities is a path 
dependent process, rooted in the knowledge and abilities of the individual 
entrepreneurs. However, a broader perspective can be taken to this path 
dependency, opening for that opportunity identification may be influenced by the 
broader set of resources controlled by the entrepreneur. Alvarez (2003) argued that 
heterogeneity of resources, which is a basic condition to the resource-based view 
(see 2.7.1), also is central to entrepreneurship since opportunities are discovered 
when some persons have insight into the value of resources that others do not 
(knowledge asymmetry). For instance, through their existing businesses, portfolio 
entrepreneurs may have knowledge of for instance a machine not fully employed, 
or somebody's skill which could be better utilized, or a surplus stock which can be 
drawn upon during an interruption of supplies. Such knowledge can be quite useful 
as basis for identification of business opportunities (Swedberg, 2000). Network 
contacts related to the current businesses of portfolio entrepreneurs can help 
expand the boundaries of the entrepreneur's thinking by offering access to 
knowledge and information, and may in this way expose the entrepreneur to new 
venture ideas and opportunities (Hills, Lumpkin, & Singh, 1997; Singh et al., 
1999). Also Mosakowski (2002) argued that entrepreneurial alertness may be 
facilitated by resources of the firm or the entrepreneur. Entrepreneurial knowledge 
and the coordination of this knowledge lead entrepreneurs to identify opportunities 
(Alvarez, 2003). The developed capital resources of experienced entrepreneurs 
may thus lead to new business opportunities not equally available to inexperienced 
entrepreneurs. 
2.6.4 The process of opportunity exploitation 
Opportunity identification is necessary but not sufficient for a new business 
activity to be created. Not all identified opportunities are exploited (Shane & 
Venkataraman, 2000). Someone must decide to pursue the opportunity and be able 
to do this successfully. The decision to pursuit and the process of establishing a 
new business activity are the central elements of opportunity exploitation. 
The decision to pursuit an opport~lnity 
Whether the individuals decide to pursue the opportunity depend on their 
evaluation of the opportunity (Ardichvili et al., 2003), and on choices related to 
their career (Lee & Venkataraman, 2006). First, the opportunity has to be seen not 
only as an opportunity for someone, but as an opportunity for the individual in 
question (Craig & Lindsay, 2001; McMullen & Shepherd, 2006). This evaluation is 
dependent on how individuals perceive their own abilities and aspirations and how 
they perceive their alternative options (Lee & Venkataraman, 2006), their 
knowledge and motivation (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006), how they perceive the 
risk associated with pursuing the opportunity (Choi & Shepherd, 2004; Keh, Foo, 
& Lim, 2002), and the type of opportunity identified (Samuelsson, 2001). 
Second, based on this evaluation the individuals have to decide to take an initiative 
to exploit the opportunity. Lee and Venkataraman (2006) saw this decision as a 
career choice for the individual. They argued that individuals with excellent human 
and intellectual capital that cannot be easily observed or verified are more likely to 
pursue opportunities, particularly if their competences are generalist, highly 
situational and dynamic competences rather than specialist, not highly situational 
and static competences. Further, they argued that individuals, with rich social 
networks or a high social position, are more likely to engage themselves in 
opportunity exploitation, as their social relations help them verify the information 
of the opportunity better than others. These arguments can be related to an 
opportunity cost perspective, where individuals are assumed to consider the 
opportunity cost of pursuing alternative activities in reaching their decision to 
pursue an identified opportunity (Ucbasaran et al., 2006). They will try to exploit 
the opportunity when the opportunity cost is lower (Amit, Muller, & Cockburn, 
1995; Reynolds, 1987). However, Lee and Venkataraman (2006) do not take into 
consideration that opportunities may be pursued by individuals who are current 
owner-managers and therefore don not only choose between employment and 
careers as an entrepreneurs. They also have an option to continue developing their 
current business(es). 
The decision to pursue an opportunity is related to individual as well as contextual 
factors (Lee & Venkataraman, 2006; Shane, 2003). Ucbasaran et al. (2006) argued 
that the decision to pursue an opportunity is related to the human capital resources 
of the individual. Ajzen's (1991) theory of planned behaviour have been utilized to 
explain individual factors influencing the decision to start a new business activity 
(Kolvereid, 1996; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Tkachev & Kolvereid, 1999). 
According to this theory, intention to start a new venture is a strong predictor of 
behaviours aiming at start-up. Entrepreneurial intentions are again influenced by 
the individual's attitudes towards this behaviour, social norms and perceived 
behavioural control. These factors are related to how desirable and feasible the 
start-up of a business activity is perceived by the individual (Krueger & Brazeal, 
1994). Both perceived desirability and perceived feasibility are likely to be 
influenced by prior exposure to entrepreneurial activities (Krueger, 1993), and thus 
vary between novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs. 
The institutional environments, including the economic, political and cultural 
context, influence people's willingness to engage in entrepreneurial activities 
(Shane, 2003). According to Krueger and Carsrud (1993) environments can be 
viewed as exogenous factors affecting perceived desirability and feasibility. 
Favourable environments for starting business activities may increase the 
possibility that identified opportunities actually are exploited acting as pull 
mechanisms. On the other hand, lack of other income sources and other 
environmental constraints may push individuals to pursue entrepreneurial 
opportunities. In the Global entrepreneurship monitor's (Kolvereid, Alsos, & Amo, 
2004; Reynolds et al., 2003) distinction between necessity and opportunity based 
entrepreneurship can be viewed as a simplified version of a push and pull 
framework. The results indicate that push as well as pull factors are associated with 
engagement in entrepreneurial activities, and that the contextual environments 
influence on extent to which push or pull factors are dominating. 
The process of starting a business activity 
The exploitation of an opportunity through the creation of a new business activity 
can be seen as an evolutionary process in which resource acquisition and 
organizing are the central elements (Samuelsson, 2001; Weick, 1979). This is an 
iterative, non-linear, and feedback driven process which may vary extensively 
between entrepreneurs (Bhave, 1994; Bygrave & Hofer, 1991; Carter et al., 1996). 
Katz (1 990; 1992) suggests there are several phases which an entrepreneur has to 
address to establish a new firm, however not necessarily in a certain chronological 
order. A number of milestones have been identified (Block & MacMillan, 1985; 
Katz, 1992; Starr et al., 1993). 
Nascent entrepreneurs undertake activities and address milestones to be able to 
start the new business activity based on the opportunity identified (Carter et al., 
1996). They may move backwards and forwards through different phases and 
activities, but reaching certain milestones may be the necessary demonstration to 
themselves and to others that the process is in progress. This is in line with Weick's 
(1979) theory of organizing. According to Weick, an organization can be seen as 
an ongoing process of interactions among individuals. The creation of an 
organization (i.e. business activity) implies initiation of interaction processes. This 
can be seen as an 'enactment' process where undertaking activities which 
demonstrate to others that the emerging business is 'real' makes it more likely that 
a new business activity is established (Carter et al., 1996). 
Gartner and Starr (1993) argued that the specific patterns of behaviour in the start- 
up process influence the creation of a new business. Kolvereid and Bullvig (1994) 
found that implemented businesses had experienced a higher number of events than 
abandoned business plans. Carter, et al. (1996) found that the number and kinds of 
activities nascent entrepreneurs became involved in and the sequence of these 
activities during the business start-up process, had a significant influence on their 
ability to successfully create a new business. Their findings suggest that nascent 
entrepreneurs who are able to start a business are more aggressive in making their 
business tangible for other individuals than those who fail to start a business. Taken 
together, results from previous studies indicate that the actual behaviours of 
nascent entrepreneurs trying to exploit a business opportunity, significantly 
influences the likelihood that they succeed in establishing a new business activity. 
2.6.5 Opportunity exploitation and the portfolio entrepreneur 
Based on a human capital perspective, Ucbasaran, et al. (2006) suggested that 
portfolio entrepreneurs will pursue a greater proportion of identified opportunities 
than serial and novice entrepreneurs. Portfolio entrepreneurs can draw on 
information transferred from their previous entrepreneurial careers and knowledge 
developed from experience. This may make them more able to assess the wealth 
creating potential in the opportunities as well as to realize that wealth cannot be 
created unless the opportunity is exploited (Ucbasaran et al., 2006). Cooper, Woo, 
and Dunkleberg (1 989) found that people are more likely to exploit opportunities if 
they have developed useful information for entrepreneurship from their previous 
career. 
Further, portfolio entrepreneurs may have access to a greater variety of resources, 
including networks, finance, premises and organizational routines, which can 
facilitate an eventual exploitation of additional resources (Ucbasaran et al., 2006). 
They may therefore perceive the pursuit of an opportunity as more feasible. People 
consider their abilities to exploit the opportunity when they consider whether to 
pursue it or not. The more transferable the information or knowledge is, the more 
likely is it that the entrepreneurial opportunity will be exploited, since learning 
reduces its cost (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). The same can be argued related to 
access to social, physical and organizational resources. Thus, the transferability of 
resources from current and prior business activities is important. This can imply 
that business opportunities which lie 'close to' the current business activities are 
more likely to be pursued than opportunities which are more deviant when it comes 
to the competence and other resources needed. 
Moreover, the experience of entrepreneurs is also likely to influence on their 
behaviour when the decision to pursue the opportunity is taken. MacMillan (1986) 
even suggested that habitual entrepreneurs may develop an 'experience curve' 
which make them able to utilize experience based knowledge in new start-up 
processes. Accordingly, Starr and Bygrave argued that experienced entrepreneur 
are likely to meet milestones and conduct activities related to establishing a new 
business activity more efficiently than novice entrepreneurs (Starr & Bygrave, 
1992). If these arguments hold, we would expect habitual entrepreneurs to carry 
out somewhat different start-up processes compared to novice entrepreneurs. 
Portfolio entrepreneurs can also rely on resources and activities of current firms in 
the new business start-up process (see section 2.7.4). Consequently, some activities 
in the start-up process can be postponed to later in the process (e.g. rent premises, 
establish relationships with accountants, etc.). Portfolio entrepreneurs can also have 
the possibility to 'wait and see' since they already have other organizations up and 
running. They can make smaller investments in terms of time and money and wait 
for additional information before they complete the start-up process, at a time when 
the uncertainty is reduced (McGrath, 1996). As a result, behaviours in the start-up 
process can be expected to be different for portfolio entrepreneurs compared to 
other entrepreneurs. 
2.6.6 Summary 
In this section, insights from the opportunity based view of entrepreneurship have 
been discussed in relation to portfolio entrepreneurs. The knowledge and resources 
of portfolio entrepreneurs are assumed to influence on opportunity identification as 
well as opportunity exploitation. In the next section, insights from the resource 
based view are discussed in order to build a broader framework to consider the 
impact of learning and research transfer between previous, current and new 
business activities of portfolio entrepreneurs. 
2.7 Theme 3: Learning and resource transfer 
2.7.1 Resources of portfolio entrepreneurs 
Previous literature has suggested that habitual entrepreneurs may learn from their 
previous experience and therefore bring superior competence into the process of 
starting new business activities. This experience-based competence may include 
knowledge and skills, as well as developed cognitive schemas and capabilities for 
instance related to opportunity search (Ucbasaran et al., 2002), information 
processing (McGrath, 1996), or networking (Singh et al., 1999). This literature 
builds on various theoretical arguments, for instance related to human capital 
theory, cognitive theory and real option theory (see table 1.3). This thesis builds on 
this literature. However, the competence developed from previous entrepreneurial 
experience is seen as one among several types of resources which portfolio 
entrepreneurs may 'transfer' from previous/current businesses into new ventures. 
According to the Oxford Advanced Learner's Dictionary resource is defined as 
(Hornby, 1989: 1076): 
Resource n 1 supply of raw materials, etc which bring a country, 
person, etc wealth. 2 thing that can be turned to for help, support or 
consolation when needed. 3 ingenuity or quick wit. 
Accordingly, broad definition of resources covering the different understandings of 
the concept will include input factors such as raw materials, as well as resources 
tied to human beings, such as knowledge and skills. Resourceful is defined as 
"clever at finding ways of doing things" (Hornby, 1989: 1076), which indicates that 
abilities and ways of thinking may be a part of the resource concept. Thus, what is 
learned from experience may be perceived as resources controlled by the 
entrepreneur, which, like the other resources s h e  control, can be transferred to and 
utilized in new business ventures. 
A resource based view of the firm is utilized to discuss how different types of 
resources may influence on the process of identifying new business opportunities 
and exploiting them through the start-up of new business activities. The broad 
definition of resources taken in this thesis is applicable to the resource-based view. 
Resources are here defined as material as well as immaterial assets controlled by 
the firm (Penrose, 1959; Wernerfelt, 1984). Firm resources are generally seen as 
including all assets, capabilities, organizational processes, firm attributes, 
information, and knowledge controlled by the firm which makes the firm able to 
generate and implement strategies that gives it competitive advantage (Alvarez & 
Barney., 2000; Barney, 1991). However, it can be argued that the entrepreneur is 
the primary resource of a new enterprise (Brush et al., 2001 ; Venkataraman, 1997), 
at least until an organization is well developed and other central resources are 
acquired or created. For most new firms, the entrepreneur or business owner will 
presumably continue to be a vital resource for the firm in the foreseeable future. 
This section will first give a brief general account of the resource based view of the 
firm. Thereafter, this view is discussed particularly in relation to portfolio 
entrepreneurs and their potential resource transfer. Different types of resources and 
resource transfer are then highlighted. Finally, potential dysfunctional aspects of 
resource transfer are considered. 
2.7.2 The resource based view of the firm 
The resource based view of the firm (Barney, 1991; Conner, 1991; Wernerfelt, 
1984) suggests that organizations consist of heterogeneous bundles of resources. 
By combining such bundles in specific ways, a firm can create unique capabilities 
and develop a (sustainable) competitive advantage. The perspective originates from 
Penrose's (1959) theory of the growth of the firm. She asserted that firm growth 
depend on the creation of an organization that structures the growth of knowledge, 
and that the rate and direction of growth are both strongly influenced by the 
organisation and its bundles of resources. 
In the resource based view each firm is seen as unique in the sense that it consists 
of resource combinations different from those of other firms. If the firm's resources 
are valuable, rare, and hard to copy, they can be the foundations of sustainable 
competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). As generic resources are combined, they 
may constitute capabilities, which are interactions among resources that enhance 
the capacity of the firm to deploy resources to affect a desired end (Amit & 
Shoemaker, 1993). Capabilities which are crucial to the firm's performance over 
time are seen as core competences, that is the things the firm does particularly well 
which contribute to its competitive advantage (Amit & Shoemaker, 1993; Brush et 
al., 2001). However, the value of resources depends on the fit to the environment 
(Chandler & Hanks, 1994). The firm can build a competitive advantage if it 
controls unique resources that the competitors have no or smaller access to, and 
build its strategies on these resources, at the same time as factors in the 
environment largely value these specific resources or their results. 
It is often argued that knowledge resources more likely will be important to the 
development of competitive advantage than other resources (Foss, 1997). 
Knowledge resources more often satisfy the criteria related to value, rareness, 
inimitability and insubstitability. Knowledge resources are also seen as central to 
the utilization of other resources. They are therefore central elements of the 
resource bundles which create competitive advantage. Penrose (1959) suggested 
that valuable resource bundles often consist of superior resources combined with a 
specific competence to exploit these resources (see also Mahoney & Pandian, 
1992). 
Widding (2003) pointed at the special characteristics of knowledge as a resource: 
Knowledge is not reduced by usage, in stead it can grow. Further, knowledge can 
be shared, for instance between businesses, without reducing the amount of it for 
the one who shares it. Alvarez and Busenitz (2001) argued that knowledge 
resources are particularly important for entrepreneurship since business 
opportunities emerge when individuals possess insights and knowledge which 
others do not have about the value of specific resources or combination of 
resources. Alvarez and Barney (2004) discussed entrepreneurial knowledge as a 
conceptual, abstract knowledge of where to obtain undervalued resources and how 
to employ these resources. Entrepreneurial knowledge can be explicit or tacit, and 
can be one of the types of knowledge entrepreneurs may learn from experience. 
Dew, et al. (2004) asserted that the entrepreneur-opportunity nexus is vital for the 
creation of business opportunities. They suggested that knowledge is dispersed and 
therefore idiosyncratic to each individual, and that this is creating opportunities 
which constitute the basis of new business activities. 
Lichtenstein and Brush (2001) pointed at the need for acknowledging that resource 
bundles develop and change over time. Conner (1991) asserted that the discerning 
of appropriate resources is a matter of entrepreneurial vision, and that this matter 
has scarcely been discussed within the resource-based view. Alvarez (2003) 
suggested that an entrepreneurship perspective could inform the field of strategic 
management about the process of how resources are discovered and recombined to 
provide more complex and unique resources or capabilities that lead to competitive 
advantage. 
There have recently been substantial efforts to unite the views of the resource- 
based view and the opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship (e.g. Alvarez & 
Barney, 2002; Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001; Hitt et al., 2001; Hitt et al., 2002). 
Several authors within the resource-based view have highlighted the entrepreneur's 
role within firm strategy (Alvarez & Barney., 2000; Conner, 1991; Mosakowski, 
2002). Moreover, entrepreneurship researchers have adopted a resource-based view 
to understand outcomes of entrepreneurial activities (Brush & Chaganti, 1998; 
Brush et al., 2001; Haber & Reichel, 2006; Lichtenstein & Brush, 2001; Rotefoss, 
2001). 
2.7.3 The resource based view and portfolio entrepreneurs 
That the development and composition of initial resources are vital to a new 
venture's success is often overlooked or underestimated (Alvarez, 2003; Brush et 
al., 2001). To construct an initial resource base in a new business activity, the 
entrepreneur needs to identify, assemble and acquire resources to meet a perceived 
opportunity. Further, this often has to be done before a specific business idea is 
developed and can be easily communicated to others. Further, at this point it may 
be difficult to decide which type and amount of resources that will contribute to a 
competitive advantage of the new business. Each resource choice may have 
significant implications for survival and growth (Brush et al., 2001). Constructing 
an initial resource base may therefore be an exceptional challenge for the 
entrepreneur. Brush et al. (2001) identified four initial resource challenges faced by 
entrepreneurs: assembling, attracting and combining various resources, and 
transforming personal resources into organizational ones. 
Brush, Greene and Hart (2001) compared the development and composition of an 
initial resource base of two different venture of the same entrepreneurial team. 
They noted: 
"Though the same people were involved, and the defining technologies 
were very similar, the resource bases on which Hawkins and Dubinsky 
built the Palm [first vent~lre] and Handspring [second venture] ventures 
were very diferent. The assets they created in Palm provided a rich 
resource legacy that they were able to bring to Handspring. (. ..) In the 
Handspring venture, Hawkins started with a much deeper and broader 
array of resources. While the venture was new, it imported many more 
complex organizational resources (systems, relationships) from Palm. 
Because Handspring began life with a wealth of knowledge-based 
resources, it was able to develop its own organizational system, 
routines, and product very quickly. The fo~mders also possessed 
suficient financial capital to fund the seed round of development, and 
were in a very strong negotiation position when they later decided to 
seek venture capital partners. " (Brush et al., 2001:67-68). 
At the first venture these founders brought few resources. At the second venture, 
on the other hand, they possessed substantial social and human resources 
developed from their entrepreneurial experience, financial resources attained from 
their prior success, organizational capabilities from bringing in members of a 
previously organized team, and a reputation as successful entrepreneurs. Brush et 
al. further notes: 
"The cooperative learning that took place in another environment 
allowed them to import a greater level of tacit knowledge that leveraged 
capabilities (relationships with s~lppliers, potential customers, and 
capital providers), quickly producing competencies that supported an 
integrated work process for both organizational and technological 
development" . (Brush et al., 2001:69) 
It can be argued that portfolio entrepreneurs may bring a great variety of resources 
from their previous and current ventures, including human and social capital 
resources developed through experience, as well as physical, financial and 
organizational resources which can be made available or transferred from the other 
business(es) which the portfolio entrepreneur currently own and manage. 
2.7.4 Types of resources of portfolio entrepreneurs 
Resources can be of different types. Brush, et a1 (2001) suggested that resources 
can be more or less simple (i.e. tangible, discrete, property-based) or complex (i.e. 
intangible, systemic, and knowledge-based), and more or less utilitarian (i.e. can be 
applied directly to the productive process) or instrumental (i.e. can be used to 
provide access to other resources). Typologies of resources have been suggested 
both within and outside the resource based view. Barney (1991) classified 
resources in three categories; physical capital resources, including geographic 
location, premises, equipment, physical technology and access to raw materials; 
human capital resources, including training, experience, judgment, intelligence, 
relationships, and insights of the individuals; and organizational capital resources, 
including the firm's structure and systems, as well as informal relations among 
groups within the firm and between the firm and its environment. Dollinger (1 995) 
added financial and reputational resources to this list, and also argued to treat 
technological resources as a separate category, understanding technology as 
embodied in a process, system or physical transformation. Greene and Brown 
(1997) argued that social capital resources, representing the knowledge and norms 
resulting from the social structure the individuals are part of, should be included as 
a resource category. This category encompasses actual and potential resources 
flowing through a relationship network (Greene, Brush, & Hart, 1999). 
Alvarez and Barney (2000) argued that entrepreneurial capabilities explicitly 
should added to the list of firm resources. They saw entrepreneurial assets as 
learning, knowledge, and creativity, and argued that these are intangible and may 
be unknown to the firm. "Entrepreneurial knowledge is the ability to take 
conceptual, abstract information of where and how to obtain undervalued 
resources, explicit and tacit, and how to deploy and exploit these resources." 
(Alvarez, 2003:254). Entrepreneurial capabilities can thus be seen as talent to 
recognize which resources are or will be valuable, acquire and develop such 
resources, combine resources in productive bundles and deploy them to the tasks 
where they will make best use. As Penrose (1959) suggested, the existence of 
valuable resources alone are not sufficient to create competitive advantage. How 
these resources are used is also important (Mosakowski, 2002). 
Experience-based competences including knowledge, skills and abilities developed 
from previous business ownership experience, may be seen as human capital 
resources. Human capital resources may also include more latent resources such as 
heuristics and cognitive abilities (Ucbasaran et al., 2003a). It has been argued that 
persons with entrepreneurial experience have developed skills or expertise on how 
to start and run a business (MacMillan, 1986). For instance, in a study by 
Kolvereid & Bullvig (1993), portfolio entrepreneurs reported that the domain in 
which they started their business was characterized by more competitors and harder 
competition compared to the responses from novice entrepreneurs. This may 
indicate that portfolio entrepreneurs are more aware of competition than novice 
entrepreneurs, and may therefore be better able to choose the relevant strategy to 
meet it. Some of the knowledge necessary for starting a new business is probably 
"tacit knowledge" (Polanyi, 1983), i.e. not explicit knowledge which can only be 
transmitted and learned through practical experience. Further, Starr and Bygrave 
(1992) suggested that a substantial part of the knowledge needed for running a 
business (production, management, marketing, etc.) can be learned only through 
practice. Entrepreneurial experience can therefore give access to knowledge which 
is difficult to obtain elsewhere. 
The knowledge and skills which portfolio entrepreneurs obtain from their 
experience can be valuable, rare and inimitable resources as defined within the 
resource-based view. It is likely that some of the knowledge learned from 
entrepreneurial experience is tacit knowledge. This is knowledge that is not explicit 
and therefore only can be learned from hands-on experience (Polanyi, 1983). 
Moreover, existing business owner-managers have access to other assets which 
may be useful during the start-up of a new business. Carter (1999) pointed out that 
owner-managers of a businesses usually have availability of physical assets in the 
form of for instance land and buildings. These are resources that may be crucial in 
further exploitation of business opportunities. Existing business owners may have 
an advantage in that they often possess many of the capital resources required 
(Carter, 1996). In addition, they may have relations to accountants, other 
entrepreneurs, banks and other sources of finance, governmental bodies, and so 
forth which may be of value to a new business start-up. They may have routines for 
business management, including production planning, financial management, 
inventory management, and so forth, that may be transferred to a new business. 
Further, experienced entrepreneurs might also have developed an entrepreneurial 
mindset or way of thinking which affect their judgment and processing of available 
information in the future (McGrath & MacMillan, 2000). This might, for instance, 
make them evaluate opportunities differently than others. Current entrepreneurs 
may have access to information which are hidden for other, and may therefore be 
able to identify opportunities others cannot see (Ronstadt, 1988) (see section 2.6.3). 
Ucbasaran, Howorth, and Westhead (2000) suggested that previous entrepreneurial 
experience provides a framework for processing information which allows 
experienced entrepreneurs to discover and take advantage of business opportunities 
before others. Moreover, they argue that experienced entrepreneurs may have 
developed cognitive biases and heuristics which may guide their decision-making 
under conditions of environmental uncertainty and complexity. Such biases and 
heuristics may be effective and efficient, enabling experienced entrepreneurs to act 
faster. However, they may also lead to the wrong decision, and hence represent a 
limitation of experienced entrepreneurs (see section 2.7.5). 
Experienced entrepreneurs with a well developed social network can be better able 
to establish start-up teams for developing new business opportunities. Previous 
studies have found that experienced entrepreneurs, and in particular portfolio 
entrepreneurs, are more likely to start a new business with partners (Birley & 
Westhead, 1993; Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993; Westhead & Wright, 1998~) .  For 
instance, Westhead et al. (2005) found that firms owned by portfolio entrepreneurs 
had more equity partners than firms owned by serial or novice entrepreneurs. They 
suggest that entrepreneurial teams help portfolio entrepreneurs avoid biases from 
previous experience, to increase awareness in decision-making, to provide the 
skills and resources needed, and access to greater depth of expertise and wider 
network. Moreover, experienced entrepreneurs may also be invited to be part of 
start-up teams of other lead entrepreneurs. Having earned a reputation as a 
successful entrepreneur, financers, advisers and other entrepreneurs may bring 
business projects to the experienced entrepreneurs (Westhead & Wright, 199th). In 
general, increased human capital resources can impact on the extent to which other 
resources such as network contacts, physical and financial resources can be 
accessed (Lijwegren, 2006; Ucbasaran et al., 2003b). 
Westhead and Wright (1 998a) argued that the experience of the entrepreneur can 
have a considerable influence on the ways the new business is financed, and that 
successful habitual entrepreneurs can have a greater access to funds than novice 
entrepreneurs. For instance, successful habitual entrepreneurs may have more 
financial resources available to invest in equity capital than novices do. In their 
study of independent business owners in Great Britain, Westhead and Wright 
(1998b) found that serial entrepreneurs were more likely to use finance from 
personal sources (perhaps because they have large financial assets after sale of the 
previous business), and that portfolio founders were more likely to obtain finance 
from customers and suppliers (perhaps because they have ties to them through their 
existing business). Moreover, experience from previous or current business 
ownership may have developed their network when it comes to investors, banks 
and other sources of finance. A track record as a successful entrepreneur may 
attract more investors to new business projects. 
Hart, Greene and Brush (1997) found that both the depth and breath of 
entrepreneurial experience were important contributors to success in getting and 
maintaining access to resources. For instance, the knowledge gained from 
experience may enable portfolio entrepreneurs to select organizational routines that 
give better access to critical resources from the external environment (Westhead et 
al., 2003a). Further, experienced entrepreneurs with successful track records in 
business might attract resources of a type and amount normally not available to 
other entrepreneurs (De Koning, 2003). Ucbasaran, et al. (2000) suggested that 
these entrepreneurs are more credible and have developed better negotiation skills. 
They may therefore have better access to financial resources from external sources. 
In addition, prior successes may have lead to larger personal financial resources 
available to invest in a new business (Westhead et al., 2003a), which again makes 
these entrepreneurs more attractive to financiers. 
As noted earlier, the existing businesses of portfolio entrepreneur may serve as a 
seed-bed for the development of new business activities (Carter, 1996, 1998; Scott 
& Rosa, 1997). Portfolio entrepreneurs can start to develop new business activities 
based on the resources controlled by their existing business, which may reduce the 
challenges related to the construction of an initial resource base extensively. It 
gives access to resources such as organisational routines, employees, suppliers and 
customers, as well as physical resources such as buildings and equipment, which 
the new start-up may utilize (Carter, 1996, 1999). This may give portfolio 
entrepreneurs a substantial advantage as opposed to entrepreneurs which have to 
acquire the necessary resources externally from the start. It would be a less 
expensive and risk-reducing way to develop a business idea into an independent 
business. While this option for portfolio entrepreneurs is noted by several authors 
(Carter, 1998; Scott & Rosa, 1997; Westhead et al., 2003a), the extent to which 
portfolio entrepreneurs actually transfer resources from existing to new businesses, 
and the consequences of such transfer, is hitherto an unexplored area of research. 
The resources "seed-bed" which current businesses of portfolio entrepreneurs may 
constitute for new ventures may also include immaterial resources such as 
knowledge, routines and reputation. For instance, gaining legitimacy in the 
business community is necessary for a business founder to obtain the resources 
necessary to create a viable firm. Business founders therefore engage in a number 
of legitimating activities (Delmar & Shane, 2004). Portfolio entrepreneurs, 
however, can rely on the legitimacy of their existing business. The formal entity of 
the existing business can be used when organizing resources, hiring employees, 
establishing contacts with customers and suppliers, etc. These are also ways in 
which the existing business can function as a seed-bed for a new business. 
Summarized, I have argued that portfolio entrepreneurs may possess resources 
form their experience and existing firm(s), which may be transferred to and utilized 
during the start-up of new business activities. These resources may consist of 
expert knowledge, physical, financial, organizational or social resources. Whether 
the resources transferred are valuable, rare and inimitable, and hence can contribute 
to competitive advantage of the new firm, remains to be seen. I have argued that 
such resources have the potential to create advantage, compared to other 
entrepreneurs, but, as will be discussed in the following subsection, resources may 
be dysfunctional as well as functional. 
2.7.5 Dysfunctional resources: Liabilities of resource transfer 
The resource based view implies that resources are perceived as assets, even 
though it is recognised that not all resources are capable of creating a competitive 
advantage. However, it is rarely discussed that particular resources also may be 
dysfunctional and costly (Mosakowski, 2002), and they may therefore constitute a 
liability for the new business. Starr and Bygrave (1992) argued that experienced 
entrepreneurs starting their second business face both assets and liabilities resulting 
from their first business start-up. 
Mosakowski (2002) argued that a firm's resource endowments may favour, but 
equally may also impair the ability to discover and exploit new business 
opportunities. She identifies four costs associated with large resource endowments: 
core rigidities, reduced experimentation, reduced intensive intensity, and increased 
strategic transparency. Thus, drawing from a larger resource-base is not necessarily 
a competitive advantage. Also Lichtenstein and Brush (2001) noted that there 
might be "negative resources", and that to retain the right fit of resources to 
changes in productlmarket strategy and in the environment, firms must spin off 
these resources. Equally, existing resources must be transformed and developed to 
sustain a successful business. 
Starr and Bygrave (1992) argued that entrepreneurial experience does not only 
represent capital resources or assets to new start-up processes. Rather, experienced 
entrepreneurs starting new business activities may also face liabilities resulting 
from their first business start-up. For instance, they claimed that what is learned 
through specific cases often is very context dependent, and therefore not 
necessarily applicable for the new business. Decisions made on the basis of prior 
experience that may not be relevant in the new context, can reduce the probability 
of succeeding with a new venture (Ucbasaran et al., 2000). An entrepreneur's 
previous investments and repertoire of routines can constrain future behaviour 
(Minniti & Bygrave, 2001). Further, liabilities of experience may stem from 
stagnated networks, less willingness to learn, fixed capital and other resources and 
less time available (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). Reuber and Fisher (1999:31) argued 
that certain experiences can be both an asset and a liability at the same time: 
"For example, a long tenure in a particular industry may enable an 
individual to perform more efficiently or effectively when starting a 
new venture in that industry, but also may inhibit that individual from 
seeing new opportunities or alternatives. " 
The specialized knowledge gained from prior entrepreneurial experience may be 
seen as (part of) an entrepreneurs core competences. Core competences are 
generally seen as important to generate rents for the firm or the entrepreneur. 
However, core competences may also produce inertia in the sense that it reduces 
the entrepreneur's ability to respond and adapt to changed situations or changed 
environments (Leonard-Barton, 1992; Mosakowski, 2002). This is similar to what 
Levinthal and March (1993) described as a "competence trap". This can for 
instance occur when successful entrepreneurs are unable to look beyond paths 
created by past successes (Mosakowski, 2002). Experienced entrepreneurs may 
choose to repeat actions which they believe have produced the success. But what is 
learned through specific cases often is very context dependent, and therefore not 
necessarily applicable for the new business (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). Since 
entrepreneurs operate in uncertain and dynamic environments, these actions will 
not necessarily generate success in the future. Because of the specialized 
competence, the framing of problems and search for solutions may become 
narrower, channelled by past experience (Rerup, 2005). 
As a consequence of learning from prior experiences, portfolio entrepreneurs may 
have developed heuristic principles and decision-making processes which may not 
necessarily be appropriate in new situations, especially in changing environments 
(Ucbasaran et al., 2000; Westhead & Wright, 199th). The value of experience 
depends not only on the knowledge gained, but also on how this knowledge is 
used. Rerup (2005) suggested that mindless use of prior knowledge can lead to bad 
decisions. Experienced entrepreneurs may suffer from biases and blind spots which 
influence their decisions (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). When entrepreneurs utilize what 
they learned from their past experiences, it becomes harder for them to notice and 
react to new factors, recognize industry, technology or market changes, and thus 
modify heuristics that worked in the past (Rerup, 2005). They may have developed 
"inertia of conventional wisdom" (Starr & Bygrave, 1992:354). Rather, what is 
needed is mindful use of prior experience, which includes the ability to adapt by 
generalizing and discriminating between past experience and the current situation 
(Rerup, 2005). 
Leonard-Barton (1992) identified core rigidities as the dysfunctional flip side to 
core capabilities. Core rigidities occur when a deeply embedded knowledge set 
inhibits innovation and change within the firm. This may influence the 
entrepreneurial process by impairing the entrepreneurs' ability to identify new 
business opportunities andlor to develop business models and strategies for 
exploiting these opportunities (Mosakowski, 2002). Starr and Bygrave (1992) 
suggested that former experiences sometimes can lead to a "liability of staleness", 
since the experience and the feeling of "knowing how it is done" can be a barrier to 
new and potentially useful perspectives. Even though knowledge or expertise in a 
field usually is regarded as positive, strong expertise in one area may take the focus 
away from other areas where one possess less knowledge. Also the physical or 
organizational resources available through the existing business may not be the 
most applicable for the new business. Those entrepreneurs who are forced to invest 
in resources at the time the business development demand it, may end up with 
better suited and "up-to-date" resources, which can give these entrepreneurs a 
competitive advantage. In this sense, available resources may be an excuse for 
doing nothing for the portfolio entrepreneur which in fact makes hirnlher fall 
behind. The "liability of staleness" may also be applicable when it comes to 
resource acquisition (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). 
2.7.6 Summary 
In this section, I have argued that the resource-based view can contribute to our 
understanding of the phenomenon of portfolio entrepreneurship by giving a 
framework to understand the value of the resources portfolio entrepreneurs may 
bring into new business ventures. These resources may be material or immaterial, 
and may constitute physical, financial and organizational resources tied to the 
current businesses of the portfolio entrepreneurs, as well as human and social 
resources which the entrepreneur has developed from hislher previous 
entrepreneurial experiences, including, knowledge, skills, legitimacy, reputation, 
etc. Further, I have suggested that these resources can constitute assets or liabilities 
for the new business venture. Consequently, the utilization of these resources may 
influence positively or negatively to the entrepreneurial process including 
identification and exploitation of opportunities, as well as exportation, as well as to 
the outcomes of this process. 
2.8 Theme 4: Outcomes of the entrepreneurial process 
The outcomes of the entrepreneurial process may be many. Entrepreneurs pursue a 
wide variety of goals, including personal, social as well as financial goals. (Cooper, 
1993). Consequently, studies within the field of entrepreneurship have measured 
outcomes in a large variety of ways (Brush & Vandenverf, 1992; Murphy, Trailer, 
& Hill, 1996). In this thesis, the focus is put on performance. A fundamental 
presumption of the resource based view is that more valuable resources will lead to 
competitive advantage and, consequently, better firm performance (Bamey, 1991). 
Previous owner-management experience is generally viewed as a positive 
contributor to an entrepreneur's human capital (Ucbasaran et al., 2006). It is 
therefore generally assumed that habitual entrepreneurs will achieve better 
performance in their businesses (Carter & Ram, 2003; Ucbasaran et al., 2006; 
Westhead & Wright, 1998a). While research has been able to identify distinct 
characteristics and capital resources of portfolio entrepreneurs as compared to 
serial andlor novice entrepreneurs as referred to above, differences in performance 
between the businesses of portfolio, serial and novice entrepreneurs have been 
harder to find. 
Table 2.1 summarizes results from studies reporting on performance differences 
between portfolio, serial and novice entrepreneurs. No performance differences 
were detected in the British (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Westhead & Wright, 
1998b, 1998c) or in the Norwegian SARI study (Kolvereid & Bullvbg, 1993). The 
Scottish habitual entrepreneur study detected no differences between the types of 
entrepreneurs measured by profitability, but portfolio entrepreneurs were found to 
have larger businesses in terms of sales and employment and larger growth in their 
businesses as compared to serial and novice entrepreneurs (e.g. Westhead et al., 
2003a; Westhead et al., 2005; Westhead et al., 2003b)." The Norwegian study on 
farm owners found that portfolio farmers with non-farm related enterprises and 
farmers with external employment reported higher household income than other 
farmers (R~nning & Kolvereid, 2006). 
Studies reporting entrepreneurial experience as one, among several, independent 
variables have generally found entrepreneurial experience to be positively 
associated with performance in one way or another. Stuart and Abetti (1990) found 
entrepreneurial experience to be positively associated with a composite scale firm 
performance measure. Reuber and Fisher (1994) reported positive association 
between start-up experience and firm performance in terms of financial results and 
employment growth. Further, Haynes (2003) found a positive relationship between 
entrepreneurial experience and annual sales. Dyke, Fischer and Reuber (1992) 
conducted separate analysis for industry sectors. They found positive relationships 
between entrepreneurial experience and firm performance for four of five sectors. 
However, it varied between sectors which of the firm performance measures that 
where associated with entrepreneurial experience. Finally, Delmar & Shane (2004) 
found that new ventures pursued by more experienced firm founders have a lower 
hazard of disbanding than new ventures pursued by less experienced founders. In 
particular, prior start-up experience was found to reduce the hazard of completing 
product development, of initiating marketing and promotion and for obtaining 
inputs. 
'l For some of these measures, serial entrepreneurs were in addition found to have larger 
and higher growth in their businesses compared to novice entrepreneurs. 
Table 2.1 Overview of studies reporting performance differences between portfolio, serial and novice entrepreneurs 









Novice vs. habitual founders 
Novice, serial and portfolio 
founders 
Rural vs. urban areas 
Novice, serial and portfolio 
Sales level, percentage increase in sales, level of 
profitability, percentage increase in proilt, 
assessed proilt performance relative to 
competitors. 
Sales level, percentage increase in sales, level of 
profitability, percentage increase in profit, 
assessed profit performance relative to 
competitors, export. No. total employees 
(nominal and standardized) at start-up and today, 
standardized absolute emnlovment change. 
Sales revenue, sales revenue change, 
- 
profitability, profitability change, performance 
No statistically significant difference between novice 
and habitual founders 
No statistically significant differences between the 
three types of founders 
No statistically signiilcant differences between the 
three types of founders in rural nor urban sample 
1999 entrepreneurs relative to competitors, share of export. 
No statistically signiilcant differences between the 
Scottish habitual entrepreneurs study 
Westhead, et Novice, serial and nortfolio Gross sales (1 996 & 1999), absolute and Portfolio entrepreneurs renorted higher gross sales 
al., 2003 entrepreneurs percentage change in gross sales, and the same 
measures standardized by business age, 
percentage of gross sales exported, weighted 
subjective performance score. 
No. full time and total employees (1996 & 
2001), absolute and percentage employment 
U U 
(1 99611 999) and standardized gross sales (1 996) than 
novice and serial entrepreneurs, as well as higher 
gross sales (1999 stand) and greater absolute change 
in gross sales (nodstand) than novice entrepreneurs. 
No statistically signiilcant differences on other 
measures. Portfolio entrepreneurs reported higher 
change, as well as the same measures employment (l 996 nom & 2001 nodstand) for full 
standardized by business age time and total employees, as well as higher absolute 
and percentage employment growth (nomlstand, full 
STUDY SUB-SAMPLES PERFORMANCE MEASURES FINDINGS 
Westhead, et al. Novice, serial and portfolio Amount drawn out of business by entrepreneur Portfolio entrepreneurs were more likely to draw 
Westhead, et al. 
2005 
entrepreneurs 
Novice, serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs 
previous 12 months, reported change in standard 
of living. 
Gross sales, change in gross sales, absolute and 
percentage employment change, amount drawn 
out by entrepreneur, and rated profit performance 
relative to competitors 
more than &75;000 and less likely to draw less than 
£5.000 out of the business, compared to novice 
entrepreneurs. No signiilcant differences in reported 
change in standard of living. 
Portfolio entrepreneurs reported significantly higher 
gross sales, employees and employee growth than 
other entrepreneurs, and significantly higher sales 
growth than novice entrepreneurs. Portfolio 
entrepreneurs were more likely to take out more than 
£75.000 and to rate their performance higher than 
competitors compared to novice entrepreneurs 
British habitual entrepreneurs study 
Ucbasaran, et Novice, serial and portfolio 
al. 2006 entrepreneurs. 
Habitual entrepreneurs with 
previous failure, habitual 
entrepreneurs with previous 
success 
attached td 6/12 performance indicators and the 
level of satisfaction with each of these indicators. 
Absolute and relative employment change, 
absolute and relative sales change, proilt relative 
to competitors, money taken out of the 
businesses (absolute and standardized by the 
number of businesses) 
Differences related to some of the performance 
measures, but in total no support of hypotheses 
suggesting that habitual entrepreneurs perform better 
than novice entrepreneurs, nor that portfolio 
entrepreneurs perform better than serial entrepreneurs. 
Norwegian study on farm owners 
Rgnning & Diversifled farmers, Gross annual household income Portfolio farmers with non-farm related enterprises 
Kolvereid, portfolio farmers with farm- and farmers with external employment reported 
2006 related enterprises, portfolio significantly higher household income than the others. 
farmers with non farm- 
related enterprises, farmers 
with external employment 
STUDY EXPERIENCE PERFORMANCE MEASURES FINDINGS 
Studies reporting entrepreneurial experience as independent variable 
Stuart & Entrepreneurial experience: Standardized composite measure including sales 
Abetti, 1990 composite measure including 
involvement in previous 
ventures, number of ventures 
started, number of successful 
ventures, and the role played 
in such ventures 
Dyke, et al., 
1992 
Entrepreneurial experience: 
the number of years of 
business ownership previous 
to owning the current ilrm 
Start-up experience: the 
number of previous 
businesses which the owner 
helped to start 
Reuber & Start-up experience: the 
growth, employment growth, profitability and 
productivity. 
Standardized composite measure including 
meeting plan, employee satisfaction, overall 
evaluation of progress, survivability of the firm, 
ability to attract capital and cash flow. 
Annual total sales, number of full time 
employees, annual income, proilt growth and 
employment growth 
Entrepreneurial experience was significantly 
associated with performance. 
Separate analysis for industry sectors: Entrepreneurial 
experience correlated with employment growth in 
food retail. Food wholesale: Entrepreneurial 
experience correlated with no. of employees and 
employment growth. Start-up experience correlated 
with total sales and no. of employees. 
Food manufacturing: Entrepreneurial experience 
correlated with total sales and annual income. Start-up 
experience correlated with employment and profit 
growth. No signiilcant correlations in furniture 
manufacturing. Computer services: Entrepreneurial 
experience correlated with annual income. Start-up 
experience correlated with total sales, no. of 
employees and annual income. 
Weighted subjective performance scores related Positive significant correlations between start-up 
Fischer, 1994 number of firms in total the to financial, international, sales and overall experience and weighted financial performance and 
owner has helped to start performance. Percentage change in no. of employment growth. No significant correlations with 
employees, total sales and annual income. the other performance measures. 
Haynes, 2003 Entrepreneurial experience Annual sales ANOVA tests showed signiilcant relationship 
(y eslno) between entrepreneurial experience and annual sales. 
Delmar & Start-up experience Hazard of disbanding New ventures pursued by more experienced firm 
Shane 2004 No. of previous start-ups founders had a lower hazard of disbanding than new 
ventures pursued by less experienced founders. Each 
prior start-up undertaken by a venture team reduced 
the hazard of disbanding by 22% 
At best, the results so far concerning the anticipated superior performance of 
experienced entrepreneurs can be said to be inconclusive. This has lead some 
researchers to argue that firm level performance may not be the most relevant 
criterion to evaluate portfolio entrepreneurs compared to other types of 
entrepreneurs. For instance, Rosa (1998:58) claimed that: 
"Comparing the latest firm started by a habitual entrepreneur with 
that started by a novice entrepreneur, as earlier studies did, can be 
potentially misleading without taking a more holistic view of how 
growth in capital assets and employment is achieved over all business 
activities " 
Accordingly, several scholars have argued that one should use the entrepreneur 
rather than the firm as unit of analysis in this type of studies (Carter & Ram, 2003; 
Scott & Rosa, 1996; Westhead & Wright, 1998~).  Since portfolio entrepreneurs 
spread the results of their entrepreneurial talent, commitment and enthusiasm into 
several businesses, the performance of one of these businesses does not fully 
measure the contribution to the economy made by portfolio entrepreneurs. This 
argument particularly applies when measuring growth, as these entrepreneurs tend 
to grow their business activities by establishing new businesses in stead of growing 
the ones they already own (Rosa, 1998). 
However, when the focus is put on how learning and resource transfer from 
portfolio entrepreneurs' existing businesses into new ventures, it is still relevant to 
assume that this have some sort of effect on performance at the level of the new 
business activity in question. When previous studies have failed to find support for 
this assumption, this may be related to several factors. First, some previous studies 
have failed to separate portfolio from serial entrepreneurs. Since they possess 
different capital resources, motivations and other characteristics, it is reasonable to 
expect that there might be performance differences between the two (Ucbasaran et 
al., 2000; Westhead & Wright, 1998~).  
Second, comparing performance of new ventures is difficult because of their great 
heterogeneity when it comes to size, innovativeness and potential (Cooper, 1993). 
For instance, portfolio entrepreneurs have been found to be more innovative than 
other entrepreneurs (Westhead et al., 2005). If they have more innovative and 
complex business ideas, this should be controlled for, at least when performance is 
measured relatively early in the business life cycle, as the introduction phase may 
be longer for these businesses. 
Third, many previous studies have measured performance at a stage when the firms 
in question have been of varying age (e.g. Ucbasaran et al., 2006; Westhead et al., 
2004a; Westhead & Wright, 1998b). When focusing up on experience based 
knowledge and resources drawn from previouslcurrent businesses, this can be 
assumed to have greatest impact in the earlier stages of new ventures. After a 
number of years in business it is likely that novice entrepreneurs will catch up with 
some of the knowledge deficiencies relative to experienced entrepreneurs. 
Fourth, the relationship between entrepreneurial experience and performance may 
be mediated with other factors. Start et al. (1 993: 128) assessed that 
"most studies fail to recognize that the economic value created by 
prior entrepreneurial experience is not just evident in the venture's 
financial peqormance, but it may be associated with other critical 
success factors including: f~~ndraising capacity and initial start-up 
resources, time required to achieve developmental milestones, 
resource expenditures, returns to investors and the entrepreneur's 
personal investment and financial gains". 
If portfolio entrepreneurs have the advantage of better access to a variety of 
resources, as suggested above, these resources may be the source of superior 
performance, not the portfolio experience per se. Moreover, many previous studies 
have not taken into account that there may be both assets and liabilities associated 
with these resources (Starr & Bygrave, 1992) (see section 2.7.5). Which capital 
resources are obtained from experience and how these resources relate to 
performance need further examination. For instance, the transferability of resources 
accumulated through experience (Ucbasaran et al., 2000), as well as how and when 
these resources are, or should be, utilized in the new business activities (Rerup, 
2005) need to be studied 
2.9 Summary 
This chapter have accounted for the theoretical insights the empirical studies of this 
thesis build upon. An opportunity based view of entrepreneurship is adopted, 
which means that the identification and exploitation of opportunities constitute the 
entrepreneurial process. The focus has been set on portfolio entrepreneurs, who are 
identified as current owner-managers who engage themselves in the identification 
and exploitation of new business opportunities. The acquisition and organization of 
resources are seen as central aspects of the entrepreneurial process. It is suggested 
that portfolio entrepreneurs can learn and transfer resources from their current 
businesses into their new venture. A resource based view has been adopted to 
understand the nature and value of learning and resource transfer related to 
opportunity identification as well as opportunity exploitation. 
The empirical part of this thesis consists of six individual studies presented in 
scientific articles. Different aspects of the theoretical framework presented in this 
chapter have been utilized in each of the articles. Table 1.2 summarizes the 
research questions explored and the theoretical perspectives utilized in each of the 
articles. Chapter 4 will describe the theoretical grounds for each of the articles in 
detail. The next chapter discusses the methodological approach of the thesis. 
3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
In this chapter, philosophical issues relating to scientific realism with regard to 
approximate truth, causation and abduction, are discussed. The research design is 
then summarized. A distinction is made between method, data, theoretical and 
investigator triangulation. The units of analysis explored are then discussed. In the 
following section, criteria for judging the quality of quantitative and qualitative 
studies are reviewed. Ethical issues are then summarized with regard to the 
research process, privacy protection and social responsibility. The methods adopted 
for each the empirical articles are accounted for in chapter 4. 
3.1 Philosophical approach 
3.1 .l Research paradigms 
Two main research paradigms related to the social sciences can be identified; 
positivism and phenomenology. Within the positivistic approach facts or causes of 
social phenomena are sought without regard to the subjective state of the 
individual, while phenomenologists stress the subjective aspects of human activity 
by focusing on the meaning of social phenomena (Collis & Hussey, 2003). These 
paradigms can be viewed as two extremes on a c~n t inuum. '~  Positivism is 
associated with a view of an objective reality which is independent from the 
researcher investigating it, value-free and objective research, and valid knowledge 
generation based on the measurement of observable phenomena. The 
phenomenological approach, on the other hand, is associated with the view of 
reality as subjective, where the researcher interacts with what is being researched, 
value-laden research, and valid knowledge generation based on the meanings 
people place upon social phenomena (Collis & Hussey, 2003; Remenyi et al., 
1998). Most research can be placed somewhere between the extremes on this 
12 Remenyi et al. (1998) argued that it is useful to see positivism and phenomenology as related 
concepts rather than two extremes and separate approaches. Knowledge is created in a dialectic 
process where a thesis is contradicted with an antithesis to create new knowledge (i.e. a synthesis). A 
variety of methods and approaches are promoting the process of knowledge generation. In this way 
research methods and approaches can be seen as a set of tools or directions which the researcher may 
draw upon when appropriate. 
continuum, where some of the features and assumptions of one paradigm are 
relaxed and replaced by those of the other (Collis & Hussey, 2003). 
The philosophical approach of this study can be placed closer to the positivistic 
than to the phenomenological paradigm, though it is not a strict positivistic view. 
The perspective taken is inspired by a scientific realist approach. Scientific realism 
has much in common with positivism, but differs from it in several aspects, 
particularly regarding epistemology and the view on explanation and causation 
(Ladyman, 2001; Sayer, 2000). In the following sections, the scientific realism 
approach of this thesis is discussed. 
3.1.2 Scientific realism 
Table 3.1 summarizes the features characterizing scientific realism as compared to 
positivism. The scientific realism approach is based on ontology similar to the 
positivistic. The external world is seen as existing independently of people sense 
experience, ideation and will. There is an 'objective' world independent of our 
knowledge about it (Bunge, 1993; Payne & Payne, 2004). This world consists of 
both observable and unobservable phenomena. Epistemologically, scientific 
realism deviates from positivism because it implies that we can know also the 
unobservable phenomena. Not observable forces can lie behind the phenomena we 
observe (Payne & Payne, 2004). 
Thus, scientific realism considers unobservable entities to be relevant objects for 
research (Miller, 1987). However, it is difficult to establish the truth of 
unobservable entities. Scientific realists accept that the human perception is limited 
and can also be deceptive. The way we perceive facts depend partly upon our 
beliefs and expectations (Bunge, 1993). The theoretical perspectives guiding this 
study rely on unobservable concepts. For instance, within the resource based view 
of the firm, inimitability of resources is seen as important to sustain competitive 
advantage. Inimitability is partly created by the difficulty to observe these 
resources (Godfrey & Hill, 1995). The concept of entrepreneurial opportunity is 
also characterized by difficult to observe relationships between potential markets 
and potential products or services (Shane, 2003). Elements such as entrepreneurial 
opportunities, immaterial resources, learning and knowledge can only be observed 
through the perceptions of the persons studied andlor the researcher. We can gain 
knowledge about the properties of these entities only through the way they appear, 
through indicators. Further, the knowledge people have of their social world affects 
their behaviour (May, 2001). People's perception is therefore relevant to research. 
Table 3.1 Features of scientific realism and positivism 
POSITIVISM SCIENTIFIC REALISM 
Ontology Reality is seen as objective and Reality is seen as objective and 
independent of our knowledge independent of our knowledge 
about it about it 
Epistemology We can only know observable 
phenomena 
Aim Objectively true knowledge 
Causation Causation in closed systems 
Regular succession of events 
that can be predicted 
Causes determine effects 
We can know observable and 
unobservable phenomena 
Perceived facts depend upon 
beliefs and expectations of the 
individuals 
Approximately true knowledge 
Causation in open systems 
Regularities are dependent on 
context and conditions 
Causes are tendencies to 
produce effects 
Explanation Relies on hypothetic-deductive Relies on abductive reasoning 
reasoning and explanation and model-theoretic explanation 
Interference from cause to Interference from effect to the 
effect best explanation 
Theory guides research 
Theory guides research 
Methods Quantitative methods Quantitative and qualitative 
methods 
This study seeks to contribute to the further development of theory which is not 
perfectly but 'approximately' true (Ladyman, 2001). Theoretical concepts will 
never be completely identical to the phenomena they relate to as such, since 
theories always contain simplifications and idealizations (Bunge, 1993). However, 
within scientific realism, scientific research is regarded as the best way to generate 
knowledge, even if it is not infallible, and the principle that scientific research, 
even if not perfect, can give us increasingly true knowledge about the world 
(Bunge, 1993). 
3.1.3 Approximate truth and scientific progress 
The notion of 'approximate truth' is essential to the scientific realism approach 
(Ladyman, 2001). Researchers search to gain knowledge about an 'objective' 
world out there, but they are not able develop a perfectly true theory because not all 
elements of the world is observable and because what is observed is biased by the 
perceptions and interpretations of the observer. Nevertheless, the theories 
developed aim at the truth in the sense that we try to measure their closeness to 
truth by empirically testing them, and that we show how a new or adjusted theory, 
more often than not, take us closer to the truth (Forster & Sober, 1994; Sayer, 
1992). The relevance of theories is determined by confronting them against 
empirical data (Boyd, 1984; Miller, 1987). Through repeatedly empirical testing by 
several researchers and various methods, errors are corrected and theories are 
adjusted in order to become approximately true. McKelvey (1 997) argued that: 
"...there is enough of an objective reality 'out there' that 
repeated attempts by various researchers, using a variety of 
generally approved methods of 'justification logic' eventually 
will discover the approximate truth of theories by s~lccessively 
elimination errors." (McKelvey, 1997:363). 
This scientific progress includes the development of new theories for phenomena 
not previously explained, the falsification of existing theories and their replacement 
with new theories, the expansion of the scope of a theory to include new 
phenomena, and the broadening of specific theories into more general theories 
(Hunt, 1991 ; cited from McKelvey, 1997). 
3.1.4 Causation in social systems 
Positivism focuses at universal laws, hypothetic-deductive explanation and 
prediction. A rigid emphasis is put on falsification. On the contrary, scientific 
realism emphasizes model-theoretic forms of explanation, and search for 
underlying causal mechanisms and processes to explain observed phenomena. The 
intention is to describe complex real-world processes (Lane, 1996). The scientific 
realism approach sees the social systems studied within social sciences as open 
systems, and the happenings in such systems are in principle not predictable in the 
strict sense. This implies that laws and regularities detected through research never 
can be assumed to valid at all times and within all contexts (Djurfeldt, 1996; Sayer, 
2000). This has implications for how causation can be understood. In scientific 
realism causation is not understood on the model of regular successions of events 
(i.e. the successionist view) as in positivism. Explanation is in stead depending on 
the identification of causal mechanisms and how they work, and discovering if they 
have been activated and under what conditions (Sayer, 2000). Consistent 
regularities do not occur in open systems. In the social world the same causal 
power can produce different outcomes, and different causal mechanisms can 
produce the same results (Sayer, 2000). Causes are therefore not determining 
actions. They must be seen as 'tendencies' that produce particular effects (May, 
2001). 
In social systems there are typically many interacting structures and mechanisms, 
which create a risk of attributing to one mechanism effects which are actually due 
to another (Sayer, 2000). In order to establish the cause of an observed object or 
event, the researcher needs to discuss questions such as what are the preconditions 
of this event, could the different possible causal mechanisms exist independently of 
each other, what is it about these possible causal mechanisms which may lead to 
the observed event, keeping in mind that there may be several mechanisms at work 
simultaneously (Sayer, 2000). It is necessary not only to find a mechanism that can 
predict the phenomenon in question, but also an explanation to how this 
mechanism operates and under which conditions (Ladyman, 2001; Lane, 1996). 
Thus, within scientific realism a theoretical framework guiding the research is of 
great importance. Hypotheses should be derived from theory and tested using 
empirical data. 
3.1.5 Abduction, inference to the best explanation and the use 
of theory 
Scientific realism relies on abduction rather than deduction. Abduction is 
characterized as reasoning from effect to cause, and as being interpreted as giving 
reasons for pursuing a hypothesis (Niiniluoto, 1999). This reasoning follows the 
argument that if a hypothesis is supported, it is the best available account of the 
empirical data. This logic is relying on the concept 'inference to the best 
explanation' (IBE) (Day & Kincaid, 1994). Ladyman (2001 : 196-1 97) explained 
IBE as "the principle that, where we have a body of evidence and are considering 
several hypotheses, all of which save the phenomena, we should infer the one that 
is the best explanation of the evidence (providing it is at least minimally adequate 
according to other criteria). 
The ability of theories to explain phenomena determines their relevance (Boyd, 
1984). The nature of scientific knowledge is seen as cumulative, and studies should 
therefore utilize theory that has been developed during previous research. The 
judgement of what is a sensible explanation is dependent upon the theoretical 
framework and is also open to scientific debate (Djurfeldt, 1996). In this sense, 
research is fundamentally theory-dependent. The theoretical view guide the 
researcher's basic position, affects the construction of the research problem, which 
theoretical procedures are used and what constitutes observations and evidence 
(Boyd, 1991). Scientific realism stresses the theory-driven nature of social 
scientific research (May, 2001). 
Thus, the construction of a theoretical basis has been important for this study. 
Theoretical insights are mainly gained from the opportunity-based view of 
entrepreneurship and from the resource-based view of the firm. In addition, some 
insights are gained from other theoretical perspectives, including the rural 
sociology perspective on pluriactivity and Weick's theory on organizing. The 
specific research questions in each of the scientific articles are developed based on 
previous literature. It has also been important to interpret the findings of the 
empirical analyses in light of a theoretical framework. 
3.1.6 Scientific realism and empirical research methods 
There is a connection between the selected philosophical approach and the choice 
of research methods. The usual view is that quantitative methods are used within 
positivistic or close to positivistic approaches, while qualitative methods are used 
on the phenomenological side of the philosophical approach axes. However, some 
qualitative aspects can also be included into a more positivistic inspired research 
(Collis & Hussey, 2003). Scientific realism is compatible with a relatively wide 
range of research methods (Sayer, 2000). According to this view, the particular 
choice of method should depend of the nature of the phenomenon studied and the 
research questions pursued. This study has utilized both quantitative and qualitative 
methods to gather and analyse empirical data to answer the research questions. 
While quantitative methods have been dominant, the inclusion of some qualitative 
aspects has been fmitful as it has given the possibility to investigate other types of 
research questions and has given a depth to the empirical data contributing to 
increased understanding. A closer discussion on the triangulation approach adopted 
in this research is given in the next section. 
3.2 Research design 
3.2.1 A triangulation approach 
A main factor characterizing the research design of this study is triangulation. 
Triangulation is the use of different research approaches, methods andlor 
techniques in the same study (Collis & Hussey, 2003). This mixed-method 
approach or triangulation has long tradition in social sciences (Erzberger & Prein, 
1997), and ha been particularly popular within business and management research 
(Bryman & Bell, 2003). It has also been suggested that a triangulation approach 
would benefit entrepreneurship research in particular (Davidsson, 2003; Westhead 
& Wright, 2000). 
The combination of quantitative and qualitative methods into one study is the 
perception of triangulation most often referred to. However, Denzin (1989) 
discussed four types of triangulation. First, data triangulation implies that data is 
collected at different times, spaces, or from different sources. Second, investigator 
triangulation relates to research where data for the same study is collected by 
different researchers. Third, theory triangulation involves the use of multiple 
theoretical perspectives in relation to the same phenomenon. Finally, method 
triangulation is when different methods are used in relation to the same 
phenomenon, usually both qualitative and quantitative methods (see also Easterby- 
Smith, Thorpe, & Lowe, 2002). All of these four types of triangulation are used in 
this study, however to a various extent. 
The most often used argument for a triangulation approach is that researchers, by 
combining multiple observers, theories, methods, and empirical materials, can hope 
to overcome the intrinsic bias and problems that come from single-method, single- 
observer and single-theory studies (Denzin, 1989). Critics of multi-strategy 
approaches pursue that research methods carry epistemological commitments, and 
that qualitative and quantitative research represent separate paradigms, and 
therefore cannot be combined (Bryman & Bell, 2003). However, Bryman and Bell 
(2003) argued that one should view method and philosophical approach separately, 
and that both quantitative and qualitative methods can be connected different 
epistemological and ontological views. Nevertheless, the scientific realism 
approach is consistent with both quantitative and qualitative methods. Before the 
approaches to the different types of triangulations taken in this study are discussed, 
the next section gives an overview of the methods utilized in the scientific articles 
included in the study. 
3.2.2 Summary of the methods utilized in each of the six 
articles 
As mentioned, this thesis consists of six scientific articles based on four empirical 
studies. This section briefly summarizes the empirical method characterizing these 
studies (Table 3.2). A detailed overview of sampling frame and method 
considerations for each of the articles is given in chapter 4. 
Article 1 is based on a longitudinal, survey of nascent entrepreneurs conducted as 
the Norwegian part of the Entrepreneurship Research Consortium (ERC) (in the 
US later known as the PSED'~). Persons reporting that they were trying to start a 
new business were interviewed by telephone at two points in time about their 
personal characteristics, their start-up activities and the outcomes of their start-up 
efforts. The final sample contained data from 159 nascent entrepreneurs. Response 
bias tests were conducted related to age, gender, ethnic background, education and 
entrepreneurial experiences. No serious response bias was detected. Non- 
parametric bivariate analyses were utilized to explore the research questions. 
l3  Panel study of entrepreneurial dynamics. 
Table 3.2 Overview of methods utilized in the scientific articles in this thesis 
DATA COLLECTION TYPE OF 
# ARTICLE TITLE SAMPLING FRAME METHODS SAMPLE REPRESENTATIVENESS ANALYSIS 
1 Longitudinal, 
The business gestation Nascent entrepreneurs quantitative: No response bias regarding 159 nascent process of novice, serial identified from a Telephone surveys. age, gender, ethnic Bivariate 
entrepreneurs 
and parallel business representative sample of Follow up telephone background, education or statistics 
starting from scratch founders Norwegian households interviews 12 months entrepreneurial experience 
later 
2 Representative to new New businesses Longitudinal, New business early businesses regarding legal 
registered in the quantitative: performance: novice, status or localization. No Multivariate Norwegian central Postal survey 
serial and portfolio 410 new firms serious response bias revealed statistics 
coordination register for Follow up telephone 
entrepreneurs related to human capital, legal entities survey 19 months later location, industry or gender. 
3 Farm-based Cross-sectional, Portfolio farm 16 portfolio entrepreneurs: What Comparative case qualitative: farmers1 farm 
triggers the start-up of households in Norway households analysis In-depth interviews 
new business activities? 
4 No response bias regarding 
Farmers as portfolio Representative sample of Cross-sectional, 748 farm age, sex or type of farm Multivariate 
entrepreneurs: necessity farm households in quantitative: production, but average farm households statistics pull or opportunity push? Norway Postal survey size was larger among 
5 59 opportunity 
~ ~ 
Opportunities and prior generation Portfolio farm Cross-sectional, knowledge. A study of processes identified households in Norway qualitative: 
experienced from interview with 
and Finland In-depth interviews 




6 Multiple business Portfolio farm No response bias regarding 
ownership in Norwegian households identified Cross-sectional, 207 portfolio farm age, sex or type of farm Multivariate farm sector: Resource from a representative quantitative: households production, but average farm statistics 
transfer and performance sample of farm Postal survey size was larger among 
consequences households in Norway respondents. 
Article 2 is based on a longitudinal study of new business start-ups. Persons 
registering a new business in the Norwegian Central Coordinating Register for 
Legal Entities filled in a questionnaire shortly after registration, and where then 
telephone interviewed 19 months later. These data were collected as a past of a 
PhD study at Bad@ Graduate School of Business (Isaksen, 2006). The sample 
utilized in article 2 consisted of 410 respondents. These were representative to all 
new businesses in Norway regarding legal status or localization. Respondents to 
both the postal survey and the telephone follow-up interview were compared to 
those who only responded to the postal survey. No serious response bias was 
revealed related to human capital, location, industry or gender. Bivariate and 
multivariate techniques were used to test the hypotheses. 
The other four articles were based on a research project on farm-based 
entrepreneurship at Nordland Research Institute. The project included quantitative 
and qualitative data collection. Article 3 and 5 are based on the qualitative data 
from this study, consisting of in-depth interviews with Norwegian farm owners and 
their spouses if relevant. Only interviews with portfolio farm owners were 
considered in the articles. In article 3, interviews from 16 farm households were 
utilized. In article five data from the Norwegian study were combined with data 
from a similar Finnish study. In all, interview data from 31 farm household were 
utilized in this article. The analyses were based on comparing cases in both these 
studies. 
Article 4 and 6 are based on the quantitative data from the study of farm-based 
entrepreneurship. This was a cross sectional postal survey among farm owners in 
Norway, including portfolio farmers as well as farmers with no additional business 
activity to farming. Article 4 utilized data from both these groups to investigate 
factors associated with the propensity to start additional business activities. A valid 
sample of 748 farm households was investigated. A response bias test was 
conducted in relation to the non-respondents among the sampling frame. No 
response bias was detected regarding age, sex or type of farm production, but 
average farm size was larger among respondents. Logistic regression models were 
used to test the hypotheses. Article 6 was based on data from the portfolio farmers 
only. A total of 207 respondents were utilized in the analyses of resource transfer 
between the farm and the new venture. Bivariate and multivariate techniques were 
utilized to examine the research questions. 
3.2.3 Method and data triangulation 
Four distinct empirical datasets are used to explore the broad research questions 
presented in section 1 .l  .2. Table 3.2 presented the methods utilized in each of the 
six scientific articles. The first and second articles utilize two different 
longitudinal, quantitative data sets related to nascent entrepreneurs and newly 
registered firms, respectively. The third and fifth articles utilize qualitative, cross- 
sectional data from portfolio entrepreneurs in a farm context. The fourth and sixth 
articles are based upon quantitative, cross-sectional data on farmers. Although each 
article utilizes only one method, the thesis as a whole applies a combination of 
different data sets which are collected through different empirical methods. The 
purpose of this triangulation strategy is to produce different research results that 
can be related to each other (Erzberger & Prein, 1997). 
According to Bryman and Bell (2003), there are several approaches to multi- 
method research. First, results from an investigation employing one method may be 
cross-checked against the results of using another method. In this case, one can 
increase the validity of the study by using multiple methods andlor data sources. 
Denzin (1989) argued that the flaws of one method often the strengths of another; 
and that by combining methods, observers can achieve the best of each while 
overcoming their unique deficiencies. 
Second, qualitative research may facilitate quantitative research, by for instance 
providing hypotheses or aiding measurement. In these cases, a qualitative study 
typically will be undertaken as a pilot study. Third, quantitative methods may 
facilitate qualitative research, for instance through the selection of people to be 
interviewed. Fourth, an investigation with a different method is undertaken to 
supplement the findings of the main study. For instance, qualitative methods may 
be used to provide contextual information that supplements the findings of a larger 
quantitative study, or to facilitate the interpretation of the relationship between 
variables. Fifth, different methodical approaches may be taken to answer distinct 
research questions related to the same theme, for instance both static and 
processual features or both macro and micro levels. 
Four data sets are utilized in this study; three sets of quantitative data and one set of 
qualitative data. The rational for using multiple data sets and methods has first and 
foremost been related to the fifth point above. Qualitative research normally looks 
for patterns of interrelationships between many categories rather than the sharply 
delineated relationship between a limited set of them (McCracken, 1988). For 
instance, when exploring the motivational aspects of portfolio entrepreneurship, the 
qualitative study gave insights into the details of it making it possible to distinguish 
between different types of portfolio entrepreneurs and linking the characteristics 
and the processes related to the new business activities to the motivational aspects. 
Conversely, the quantitative nature of the study of resource transfer made it 
possible to find generalizeable14 relationships between resource transfer and new 
business performance which hardly could have been detected using qualitative data 
from a relatively small sample. 
Further, as some areas of this research are characterised of little developed theory, 
more explorative, qualitative methods are applied to be better able to 'grasp' the 
essence of the phenomenon. This has particularly been the case when studying 
opportunity identification. Moreover, the findings from the different empirical 
studies have supplemented and deepened each other. In particular the qualitative 
study has contributed by giving context to and facilitating the interpretation of the 
results from the quantitative study in the same sector. This has increased the 
validity of the study (see section 3.3). 
In practice, strategies of triangulation often imply that the research project is split 
into a qualitative and a quantitative part, wherein different data sets are collected 
and the appropriate analysis techniques are applied (Erzberger & Prein, 1997). This 
has also been the case in this thesis, where the individual articles utilize only one 
method each. However, the goal has also been to interweave the different elements 
and the different results (Bryman & Bell, 2003). Here, the common theoretical 
l4  Generalizeable here means possible to generalize within the speciilc context of the sampling frame 
of this study. 
framework has been important, as the findings from the different empirical studies 
has been interpreted from this framework.'' A common theoretical basis makes it 
possible to integrate the findings from the different methodological approaches 
(Erzberger & Prein, 1997), but also to link different findings to different aspects of 
the researched phenomenon (Bryman & Bell, 2003). The next section will discuss 
3.2.4 Theoretical triangulation 
The theoretical basis for this study, as accounted for in chapter 2, is built up from 
different theoretical perspectives. An opportunity perspective on entrepreneurship 
has been supplemented with insights from the resource-based view of the firm and 
from the rural sociology perspective on pluriactivity. Theoretical triangulation can 
be conducted by contrasting hypotheses from two or more theoretical perspectives, 
or by integrating two or more perspectives to generate new hypotheses and models 
(Denzin, 1989). One of the articles in this thesis contrasts hypotheses generated 
from an opportunity based view on entrepreneurship and a rural sociology view of 
pluriactivity (article 4). However, the main approach has been building a 
theoretical basis in which the main perspective is complemented with other 
perspectives to be better able to include other aspects of the phenomenon studied. 
Table 1.2 gives an overview of the specific theories utilized in each of the scientific 
articles. 
Theoretical triangulation is only useful as a basis for empirical studies, but also in 
relation to the interpretation of empirical findings (Denzin, 1989). Denzin argued 
that theoretical triangulation can be used to make the researcher aware of the 
multiple ways in which the phenomenon may be interpreted. Sometimes empirical 
findings may be contradictory to one perspective while supportive to another. 
However, it may be that each theoretically based interpretation "contain a kernel of 
truth" (Denzin, 1989:243). When discussing the findings and implications of the 
empirical studies, it has therefore been important to bring the full theoretical 
framework as a background for interpretation. 
l5 However, this framework again consists of several theoretical approaches which are only partly 
linked together. 
3.2.5 Investigator triangulation 
As presented in table 1.2, each of the empirical studies have been conducted by a 
team of two or three researchers, so called investigator triangulation. When more 
than one researcher is participating in the data collection and analysis, this can 
reduce the subjectivity and increase the reliability of the research (see 3.3). This 
has particularly been discussed in relation to qualitative studies. When more than 
one person are interviewing or observing, the potential bias that comes from a 
single person can be reduced and one can achieve greater reliability in the 
collection of data (Denzin, 1989). In the qualitative study (article 3 and 5) ,  a team 
of three researchers were conducting the interviews. About half of the interviews 
were undertaken by two researchers together in varying combinations. In this way, 
we strived to achieve a common understanding of the empirical data, and to reduce 
the bias of subjective interpretation of individual researchers. 
In the quantitative studies, the relationship between the researcher and the 
respondent was not direct, as they were undertaken by postal surveys andlor 
telephone surveys conducted by professional interviewers. Still, there were a team 
of researchers developing the questionnaires in all cases. In the quantitative articles 
included in this thesis, there were also a team involved in data analysis and 
interpretation. Also in these studies, investigator triangulation has been fruitful as it 
has broadened the competence base from which the results have been interpreted. 
In the qualitative and the quantitative studies related to entrepreneurship in the 
farm sector, investigator triangulation has been particularly fruitful, as the research 
team consisted of researchers with different theoretical backgrounds 
(entrepreneurship and rural sociology) and with their main experience from 
different methodologies. In this way investigator, theoretical and methodological 
triangulations were combined. 
3.3 Criteria for judging research quality 
Assessing the quality of qualitative as well as quantitative research is a difficult 
task as we have no completely unarguable way of gaining direct access to reality 
(Bryman & Bell, 2003; Hammersley, 1992). The quality of research should be 
judged by its trustworthiness and integrity of the conclusions generated from it. 
This section discusses quality criteria for the quantitative and the qualitative studies 
r e ~ p e c t i v e l ~ . ' ~  In the following subsections, quantitative studies are evaluated with 
regard to construct, internal and external validity and reliability, whilst qualitative 
studies are considered with reference to internal and external validity as well as 
internal and external reliability. 
3.3.1 Quality of quantitative studies 
Reliability and different forms of validity are central concepts to evaluation of 
quantitative studies. Validity is concerned with the integrity of the conclusions 
from a study (Bryman & Bell, 2003). Several aspects of validity should be 
discussed, of which construct validity often is considered as the most important 
(Reve, 1985). Construct validity is related to the extent to which a measure really 
represents the concept it is supposed to measure (Bryman & Bell, 2003). Construct 
validity is assessed through three subconcepts of validity: face validity, convergent 
validity and divergent validity (Reve, 1985). Face validity represents the immediate 
accordance between the theoretical and operational definition of the variables. 
Face-validity has been considered for all the quantitative studies included in the 
thesis. Measurement instruments have been exposed for evaluation from experts in 
relevant areas. For the quantitative study utilized in article 4 and 6, the 
measurement tool was pre-tested among a group of farmers. For the empirical data 
utilized in article 2, measures were adopted from an international research project 
in which the scales were tested. 
To increase construct validity, multiple measures are recommended (Reve, 1985). 
Multiple measures have been adopted for article 2, 4 and 6. Convergent validity 
refers to the extent to which there is internal consistency in these multiple 
measures. To assess convergent validity, PCA models have been conducted 
(Carmines & Zeller, 1979). Further, the internal consistency reliability of the scales 
has been assessed by inter-item correlations and Chronbach's alpha calculations. 
l6 These discussions are done for the thesis as a whole. The detailed descriptions of methodological 
considerations for each of the studies are given in the scientific articles. See also chapter five for a 
review of each article. 
Divergent validity refers to the degree to which a concept is separated from other 
concepts. To assess divergent validity, correlation analyses have been conducted 
between all concepts used in each of the articles (article 2, 4 and 6), as well as by 
the use of PCA models (article 4 and 6). 
Further, construct validity can be increased by using multiple methods for 
measuring the same concept. This has not been done related to each of the 
scientific articles, but for the thesis as a whole, a triangulation approach was 
adopted. Both qualitative and quantitative studies discussed issues related to 
opportunities (article 4 and 5), resources (article 3, 5 and 6) and new venture 
performance (article 3 and 6) giving similar results. This strengthens the construct 
validity of these concepts. 
Reliability is connected to the degree to which observations or measures are 
consistent or stable (Remenyi et al., 1998) and to which extent the influence of 
measurement error is minimized (Judd, Smith, & Kidder, 1991). High reliability 
demands that measure instruments are stable over time and that there is internal 
consistency among different measurement items of the same concept (Fink, 1995; 
Judd et al., 1991). Reliability is thus dependent on construct validity. In 
longitudinal studies, the consistency in the measures related to the two points in 
time, is also important (Black, 1999). In the study related to article 1, the exact 
same measures were used on both data collections to insure reliability. The same is 
true for the measure of financial capital utilized in article 2. 
Internal validity concerns whether a conclusion about a causal relationship between 
two or more variables can be drawn (Bryman & Bell, 2003). Criteria for assessing 
a causal relationship are 1) covariation between cause and effect, 2) the cause 
precedes the effect in time, the relationship between the variables is not spurious, 
3) the relationship between variables are not spurious, and 4) the relationship 
between the variables and the presumed sequence is theoretically based (Frankfort- 
Nachmias & Nachmias, 1996; Hair et al., 1998). The statistical tests used in the 
studies generally establish covariation. For two of the studies (article 1 and 2), the 
time order of cause and effect is sought to be established using a longitudinal 
approach where independent variables were measured at time one and dependent 
variables at time two. However, the study among farm-based entrepreneurs (article 
4 and 6) was cross-sectional. The sufficient time lag was thus not designed into this 
study. 
The question of spurious variables is a demanding one. One way of eliminating the 
effect of external variables, is to include possible such variables in the multivariate 
analysis as control variables (Black, 1999). Some control variables have been 
included in each of the analysis. For instance, in article 2 it turned out to be 
important to control for the novelty of the business idea when testing for the 
association between entrepreneurial experience and new business performance. 
However, it is not possible to include all relevant control variables and to include 
all spurious effects. This means that one never with certainty that the associations 
detected are real causal relationships. The fourth requirement relating to 
theoretically based relationships is partly related to the question of spurious 
variables, as the theoretical framework should guide which relationships to test for 
and which control variables to include. Building a theoretical framework has been 
important for this research. However, as some of the research questions are related 
to areas where there exists little previous literature, some of the articles are more 
explorative in nature (e.g. the question of resource transfer). Their role has been 
more to identify possible links rather than to establish causal relationships. 
External validity concerns whether the results of the study can be generalized 
beyond the specific research context (Bryman & Bell, 2003). An important aspect 
of this is the degree to which the investigated sample is representative to the 
population and stable over the period of the study (Black, 1999). This is both a 
question of defining the population, selecting an adequate sampling frame, as well 
as a question of if the final sample is representative to the sampling frame (Aldrich 
& Baker, 1997; Black, 1999). Definition of population and selection of sampling 
frame for each of the studies are accounted for in chapter 4. In all quantitative 
studies, response bias tests have been conducted for the available variables to test if 
the final sample is representative to the sampling frame (see Table 3.2). However, 
this does not ensure that there might not be bias related to other variables which are 
not detected. Whether a sample is completely representative to the population 
cannot be fully asserted (Pedhazur & Scmelkin, 1991). Still, the researchers should 
address validity issues when designing, planning and executing the study (Black, 
1999). The steps of the research process of each of the studies are described in 
chapter 4. 
3.3.2 Quality of qualitative studies 
Qualitative researchers debate whether the quality of qualitative studies can be 
assessed by adapting the concepts of reliability and validity to qualitative research 
or whether alternative criteria for evaluating qualitative research should be used 
(Bryman & Bell, 2003). This divide is related to the philosophical approach. 
Researchers adopting a phenomenological or interpretivist approach argue to use 
alternative evaluation criteria, as reliability and validity are seen as presupposing 
believing in an 'objective' reality (Bryman & Bell, 2003; Guba & Lincoln, 1989). 
However, from a scientific realism approach is the concepts of reliability and 
validity can be used also with reference to qualitative studies, however with some 
adaptation connected to lesser focus on measurement issues. 
A qualitative approach was utilized in article 3 and 5.  In-depth interviews were 
undertaken with farmers, and if relevant, their spouses. The detailed 
methodological considerations of these articles are accounted for in chapter 4. 
Validity was considered in relation to an internal and an external dimension 
(Bryman & Bell, 2003). Internal validity refers to whether there is a good mach 
between researchers' observation and the theoretical ideas they develop. High 
internal validity is reached through a dialectic approach where the researchers' 
alternate between empirical data and theory to insure a high level of congruence. 
The internal validity was assessed by building a semi-structured questionnaire on a 
theoretical framework. Then, the interviews were carried out the in a way so that 
the interviewees were free to use their own words and come forward with the 
arguments and details they considered important. The transcribed interviews were 
then analysed in relation to the theoretical perspectives utilized in the articles. 
External validity is related to the extent to which findings can be generalized across 
social settings. Generalization is often problematic in qualitative research. It is 
necessary to give detailed descriptions of the social setting of which the study has 
taken place, so that readers can consider to which extent this is transferable to other 
settings. In article 3, there is given a description of the Norwegian farm context to 
inform the interpretation of the qualitative data. External validity can also be 
increased by increasing the number of cases studied. The principle of saturation 
implies that one should continue gathering data, for instance through interviews, 
until little new relevant information is gained through new interviews (Bryman & 
Bell, 2003). After doing 20 interviews (of which only 16 were used in the final 
analyses) we experienced that the stories told by the informants became similar to 
those of previous interviews, indicating that we had reached this a level of 
saturation. 
In relation to the qualitative study, reliability is interpreted as the degree to which 
the observations and findings of the study are stable (Remenyi et al., 1998). On the 
one hand, this is connected to the replicability of the research (external reliability). 
This form of reliability is often low in qualitative research since the social setting 
and circumstances of a study depends on the persons involved and time (Bryman & 
Bell, 2003). At the time the interviews with the farmers were conducted, there was 
a strong media focus on farmers needing to cut down costs to reduce market prices. 
This was an issue several of our informants at the time were concerned about and 
therefore mentioned in the interview. This might have affected their contemporary 
thoughts about entrepreneurial activities. To increase the external reliability, we 
have sought to be aware of this possible influence and take it into account during 
the analysis. 
On the other hand, reliability concerns the consistency of the results (internal 
reliability) (Bryman & Bell, 2003). This is related to the degree to which different 
members of the research team agree about the observations. In this study, the three 
members of the research team discussed the findings. In article 3, the three authors 
conducted the interviews. The analysis where undertaken as a common process. 
There were no major inconsistencies between the researchers. Minor 
inconsistencies were dealt with during the process of analysis. In article 5, two 
separate qualitative studies are combined when studying the process of opportunity 
generation. In this article, reaching consistency between the authors in categorizing 
opportunities according to a theoretical framework was central to the analysis. 
Through a process where the authors discussed each case thoroughly, such 
consistency was reached. 
In this section the issues related to quality judgements of the studies were 
considered. A detailed account for method and data is given in chapter four. In the 
next section, ethical issues related to the research are considered. 
3.4 Ethical issues 
Independent on methodology used, there are important ethical issues connected to 
all research who involves collecting data from and about people (Punch, 1998). 
Ethical concerns will emerge during research planning, making contact with 
informants, data collection, analyses, and reporting results (Saunders, Lewis, & 
Thornhill, 2000). Ringdal (2001) differentiated between three kinds of research 
ethical concerns; those connected to the research process, those connected to 
privacy protection and those related to the use of research results, including the 
researcher's social responsibility. In this section, the studies included in this thesis 
are considered in relation to these concerns. 
3.4.1 The research process 
Ethical issues have been considered for the design stage, the data collection stage 
as well as the analysis and reporting stages of the research process (Saunders et al., 
2000). During the design stage, the ethical issues of the study have been considered 
in relation to the choice of methods. In particular this relates to the privacy of the 
persons affected by research, especially related to getting access to the persons in 
the first place. In the data collection stage it the research team have sought to make 
sure that the data was collected accurately and fully, and that exercising subjective 
selectivity was avoided. Punch (1998) claimed that ethical issues more likely will 
arise in qualitative research, as this often intrudes people's life more. The issues 
dealt with in this research are not considered to be of particular sensitive and 
intimate ones. Still, the question of how informants are affected by the data 
collection has been considered (see section 3.4.2). We have sought to avoid 
pressing the informant for response, asking questions that are demeaning or 
humiliating or in other ways make the situation stressful for the informant. The 
informant was given the possibility to influence the time and place for the 
interview, an it was made clear the interview was voluntary and that helshe did not 
have to answer the questions they did not want to answer (Saunders et al., 2000). 
Further, during the analysis and reporting stage the objectivity of the researcher is 
vital. We have sought not to be selective regarding which data to report and the 
statistical accuracy has been accounted for (Saunders et al., 2000). Most of the 
articles constituting the main part of the thesis will have two or more authors. The 
guidelines for research ethics in the social sciences, law and the humanities 
(NESH, 2001) refers to the so-called 'Vancouver rules' which state that the 
authorship credit should be based only on substantial contribution to conception 
and design or analysis and interpretation of data, and to drafting or revising the 
article, and on final approval of the version to be published. My participation to all 
these three stages of article writing has been extensive for all the academic papers 
included in the thesis. 
3.4.2 Privacy protection 
Sounders et a1 (2000) claimed that privacy is 'the cornerstone of the ethical issues' 
concerning researchers. The basic norm is that the researcher should work based on 
fundamental respect for human dignity (Ringdal, 2001). The Norwegian committee 
for research ethics in the social sciences and the humanities (NESH) (2001) stated 
guidelines concerning the protection of persons. These are to a various extent 
relevant for the studies presented here. In addition from the more general 
obligations about human dignity et cetera, the question on consent and 
confidentialitylanonymity needs particular attention. The obligation to obtain 
consent implies that the participants should explicitly have stated there willingness 
to participate after getting information about the research (Ringdal, 2001 ; Saunders 
et al., 2000). They should also be informed that they can deny answering any 
question and can withdraw from the study whenever they want to. This is of 
particular importance in qualitative studies where the participant easily can feel 
obligated to answer in a face-to face situation. These principles have been followed 
in the studies included in this thesis. 
The confidentiality obligation implies that the data in the individuals participating 
in the studies should not be presented in any way that their identity can be revealed. 
In the scientific papers included in this study, information about informants is 
presented in a way so that no informants can be recognized. To make sure that the 
research design satisfies the norms regarding personal privacy, the research 
projects are reported to NSD, who prepares the cases for the Norwegian Data 
Inspectorate and gives advices regarding privacy protection in research. None of 
the studies required licence from Datatilsynet as long as the information and 
confidentiality criteria are fulfilled. 
3.4.3 Social responsibility 
Research about society is always value-laden since its results and implications have 
value-laden implications. The research can therefore be utilized by particular 
interest or political actors. Still, science should always strive to be part neutral 
(Ringdal, 2001). This implies that the researcher should be aware of the difference 
between research and politics and be sure to make this distinction. Although policy 
implications have been discussed in this thesis, the research has not been 
influenced by any political or other type of external pressure. The work related to 
this doctoral thesis has been financed from the Norwegian Research Council 
(NFR), through the REGMAT-programme. NFR has not attached any particular 
perspectives, methods or other expectations to this funding, except that the funding 
should be used to produce a PhD thesis according to the research application they 
approved. In addition, data collections related to the four data sets have been 
funded from separate  source^.'^ 
3.5 Summary 
This chapter has discussed methodological issues of this composite thesis. 
Scientific realism was chosen as philosophical approach. This approach allowed 
for a research design with triangulation, where different methods, data, theories and 
investigators have been utilized and combined in the thesis. Criteria used for 
17 The data collection related to nascent entrepreneurs was funded by the Norwegian research council. 
The data collection related to early business start-ups were funded by The Norwegian Ministry of 
Trade and Commerce and Kunnskapsfondet Bad@. Both qualitative and quantitative data collection 
from farmers and farm-based entrepreneurs were funded by the Norwegian research council. 
judging the quality of this research were considered, followed by a review of 
ethical issues related to the research. The discussion in this chapter has been related 
to the thesis as a whole. The detailed method considerations related to each of the 
scientific articles, are presented in the next chapter as well as in the individual 
articles presented in chapter 6 and 7. Next chapter gives a brief account of each of 
the scientific articles. 
4 EMPIRICAL STUDIES 
4.1 Overview of empirical studies 
The empirical section of the thesis consists of six scientific articles. Each of these 
articles is related to the research questions and theoretical frameworks lined up 
previously (see Table 1.2). However, as they are written in an article format, they 
also stand on their own feet; they are developed according to their own specific 
research questions. Still, they are closely tied to each other, investigating different 
aspects of the same phenomenon; portfolio entrepreneurship. 
The articles can be divided into two distinct parts. Part A consists of two articles 
discussing differences between portfolio entrepreneurs as compared to novice and 
serial entrepreneurs (articles 1 and 2). These studies are conducted in a multi- 
industry context and have focus on the early phases of a business start-up process. 
Article 1 deals with nascent entrepreneurs, and investigates whether nascent 
portfolio entrepreneurs undertake business start-up processes which differ in their 
content, time length and outcomes from nascent serial and novice entrepreneurs. 
Article 2 takes one step forward in the business start-up process, investigating new 
business starters from the time of business registration through the first 19 months. 
The question explored here is whether portfolio entrepreneurs differ from serial 
and novice entrepreneurs when it comes to resources acquired during the start-up 
process and the outcomes achieved 19 months later. 
Part B is concerned with a deeper examination of the phenomenon of portfolio 
entrepreneurship in particular. This part consists of four articles; all based on 
empirical data from farmers and farm-based portfolio entrepreneurs. Article 3 and 
4 discusses the issue of why some existing business owners start new business 
activities in addition to their existing ones and become portfolio entrepreneurs. The 
former explores how different types of motivation define different types of 
portfolio entrepreneurs, associated with different characteristics and outcomes. The 
latter discusses push and pull factors associated with becoming portfolio 
entrepreneurs using quantitative data. Article 5 investigates the process of business 
opportunity generation of portfolio entrepreneurs and the importance of prior 
knowledge in this process. The sixth and final article goes into the relationship 
between the original and the new business activity of the portfolio entrepreneurs. 
The extent of resource transfer between the originating and the new business as 
well as the consequences of such transfer for the performance of the new business, 
are explored. 
In this chapter, each of the scientific articles will be accounted for. The articles 
themselves are found in chapters 6-1 1. 
Part A: Portfolio entrepreneurship: general context 
4.2 Article 1: The business gestation process of novice, 
serial and parallel business founders1* 
4.2.1 Introduction 
Article 1 explores the new business start-up process among novice, serial and 
portfolio'9 nascent entrepreneurs. Nascent entrepreneurs are defined as individuals 
undertaking the process of starting a new business from scratch, but who still have 
not completed the process and established a new business (Carter et al., 1996). The 
study was linked to the Entrepreneurship Research Consortium, an international 
consortium set up to undertake longitudinal studies of nascent entrepreneurs2'. It 
was designed to capture on-going business start-up efforts, and to follow them over 
time. In this way insights could be gained into process issues and the determinants 
of the outcomes of these processes (Davidsson, 2006b). Thus, the characteristics of 
l8 Alsos CA & Kolvereid L. 1998. The business gestation process of novice, serial and parallel 
business founders. Erztreprerzeuuship Theory arzd Practice 22(4): 101-1 14 
l9 At the time the article was written we used the term 'parallel entrepreneurs' in stead of 'portfolio 
entrepreneurs'. This concept was used as an opposite analogue to 'serial entrepreneurs' at a time 
when the concept of 'portfolio entrepreneurs' was not yet well established. In this chapter, I have 
chosen to use 'portfolio entrepreneurs' to ensure consistency with the rest of the chapter. 
20 In the literature often referred to as PSED (Panel study of entrepreneurial dynamics). 
the start-up processes of these three different types of entrepreneurs and what came 
out of their processes could be explored. 
This design gave a unique opportunity to investigate the question if entrepreneurs 
learn from experience. The influence of entrepreneurial experience have been 
discussed in the entrepreneurship literature since Lamont (1972). At the time, this 
issue was actualized by MacMillan's (1986) request to study habitual entrepreneurs 
and by the discussion related to multiple business ownership (Birley & Westhead, 
1993; Scott & Rosa, 1996). If entrepreneurs learn from previous business start-up 
processes, experienced entrepreneurs would be anticipated to undertake somewhat 
different start-up processes the second time around, and achieve a higher 
probability of succeeding in setting up a business. 
4.2.2 Theoretical framework and research questions 
The theoretical framework of this study is related to the business start-up process. 
It was built upon Block and MacMillan (1985) who asserted that the early venture 
development process is associated with a number of developmental milestones 
(such as first sales, first shipment, operating break-even, etc.). Further, it relies on 
Carter et al.'s (1996) work on business start-up activities. They investigated the 
number and kinds of activities nascent entrepreneurs carried out during the 
business start-up process, as well as the sequence of these activities, and found that 
this have a significant influence on the probability that this process would result in 
a new business. 
Starr and Bygrave (1992) suggested that experienced founders are likely to meet 
developmental milestones and to establish new businesses more effectively than 
novice founders. MacMillan (1986) argued that experienced entrepreneurs learn 
from their earlier entrepreneurial experiences and build an experience curve of 
entrepreneurship. They have the opportunity to analyze what went wrong and what 
went right, and eventually 'adopt the technology of entrepreneurship'. If an 
experience curve for entrepreneurship really exists, it could be reasonably assumed 
that serial and portfolio entrepreneurs undertake a somewhat different, and 
supposedly more efficient, business start-up process than founders who do not have 
any prior entrepreneurial experience. Based on the knowledge learned from 
previous experience and possibly also other resources transferred from current or 
previous ventures, experienced nascent entrepreneurs could also be assumed to be 
more likely to succeed in setting up a new business. 
The following research questions were investigated: 
1. How do the business gestation processes reported by novice, serial and 
parallel business founders differ with regard to a) the start-up activities 
they carry out during the process, b) the number of such start-up activities 
cited, c) the timing of start-up activities, and d) the sequence of the start-up 
activities? 
2. Do serial and parallel founders have a higher probability of actually 
starting new businesses than novice founders? 
4.2.3 Method 
The unit of analysis of this study were the business start-up efforts of individual 
nascent entrepreneurs. Nascent entrepreneurs and their start-ups effort were 
identified by screening a large representative sample of the Norwegian adult 
population. This screening was part of a weekly telephone survey of a professional 
survey institute, MMI, conducted during a 10 week period early in 1996. Each of 
these weeks, MM1 survey interviewed 1,000 persons who were at least 15 years of 
age, in total 10,000 interviews. However, since we screened for nascent 
entrepreneurs only among persons who were 18 years or older, the sample was 
reduced to 9,533 respondents. They were asked if they, alone or with others, were 
currently trying to start a new business, and if they had started a new business 
during the last year. If they answered 'yes' to either of these two questions, they 
were identified as nascent entrepreneurs. They were then asked to state their names 
and telephone numbers to participate in a follow-up study. In all 322 respondents 
were identified as nascent entrepreneurs, of which 255 stated willingness to 
participate in a follow-up interview. 
The follow-up interviews were conducted by telephone a short time after the 
screening. Of the 255 individuals on the list, 18 were inaccessible, 28 turned out 
not to be nascent entrepreneurs after all, and 6 refused to participate. The 203 
respondents left were asked questions regarding the activities they had carried out 
trying to start a business, as well as regarding their previous entrepreneurial 
experience and other individual characteristics. A response bias test comparing 
these 203 respondents with the individuals identified as nascent entrepreneurs but 
not interviewed this time, revealed no statistically significant differences when it 
comes to personal characteristics such as age, gender, ethnic background, 
education nor entrepreneurial experience (Rotefoss, 2001). 
For the purpose of this study, only respondents who reported that their proposed 
business venture was a wholly new (de novo) business (and not an acquisition or 
take over of an existing business) were subject to further analysis. This left us with 
160 valid respondents who were starting new independent businesses from scratch 
at the time of the interview in early 1996. These 160 individuals were contacted 
again approximately 12 months later. A telephone survey gathered updated 
information about the activities they had carried out during the business start-up 
effort, as well as the outcome and current status of this process. One person refused 
to answer, leaving us with longitudinal data for a final sample of 159 respondents. 
Among these, 64 % were identified as novice nascent entrepreneurs, 20 % were 
serial nascent entrepreneurs and 16 % were portfolio nascent entrepreneurs. 
In the telephone interviews respondents were asked a series of questions related to 
20 distinct activities often associated with the process of business start-up. The 
activities fell into three categories: business planning, financing the new firm, and 
interaction with the external environment. This list of activities was based on the 
one used in the Entrepreneurship Research Consortium but translated and slightly 
adapted to the Norwegian context. For each activity, respondents were asked to 
indicate whether it was a) not yet initiated, b) not relevant, c) initiated, or d) 
completed. If an activity had been initiated or completed, respondents were asked 
to specify the month and year of its initiation. These questions were first asked in 
the interview conducted early 1996, and the information was updated in the follow- 
up interview early 1997. 
The number of months from the earliest reported activity to the initiation of each 
subsequent activity was calculated, including the number of moths from the first to 
the last start-up activity initiated. Further, measures were calculated regarding the 
number of initiated or completed activities for each of the three categories of 
activities, as well as the total number of activities initiatedlcompleted. Finally, the 
mean number of months between the initiations of each activity was calculated. 
During the follow-up survey in 1997 the respondents were also asked to report on 
the current status of their start-up effort; if the business was started, if they were 
still trying to start it, or if they had given up the start-up effort. 
4.2.4 Key findings 
The study investigated the proportion of each type of nascent entrepreneurs who 
had initiated each of the start-up activities. Further, differences between novice, 
serial and portfolio nascent entrepreneurs with regard to the number of start-up 
activities initiated, in total and for each category, the time period between the first 
and last activity initiated, as well as the average time period between start-up 
activities, were examined. Moreover, the sequences of start-up activities were 
compared. Finally, the outcomes of the start-up process for novice, serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs were evaluated. 
The findings showed that portfolio nascent entrepreneurs carry out more activities 
in their business start-up process than other nascent entrepreneurs. However, they 
do not hurry. Rather, they seem to take one step at a time and they wait until the 
last part of the process before they undertake costly activities such as buying 
equipment, hiring employees and devoting themselves full time to the business. 
They invest their own money into the business at a relatively early stage, but wait 
until the last part before they acquire external funding. Portfolio nascent 
entrepreneurs do to a larger extent than novice and serial nascent entrepreneurs 
organize a start-up team, invest their own money in the venture, initiate sales 
promotion, and hire one or more employees. 
Serial nascent entrepreneurs carry out more start-up activities in the earlier phases 
of the business start-up process than portfolio nascent entrepreneurs. Moreover, 
they often devote themselves full-time to the business start-up effort from the 
beginning of the process. Further, they are less likely to receive external funding, 
particularly government support, than portfolio nascent entrepreneurs. Novice 
nascent entrepreneurs undertake their business start-up process much in the same 
way as serial nascent entrepreneurs. However, they take their time during the first 
phases of the process, and then top their effort over the last quarter of the first year 
and carry out most of the remaining start-up activities then. In marked contrast to 
serial and portfolio nascent entrepreneurs, they rarely hire employees, and if they 
do, they wait until the very end of the business start-up process. 
When comparing the outcomes of the start-up efforts of the three types of nascent 
entrepreneurs, portfolio nascent entrepreneurs were found to be significantly more 
likely to actually start a business, and equally less likely to give up their start up 
efforts than both novice and serial nascent entrepreneurs. Serial nascent 
entrepreneurs were found to be more likely to give up their start-up efforts than 
both novice and portfolio nascent entrepreneurs. 
In conclusion, the empirical evidence suggests that there are differences in the 
business founding processes reported by novice, serial and portfolio nascent 
entrepreneurs. The findings support the need to distinguish between different types 
of experienced entrepreneurs. Portfolio, in difference from serial, nascent 
entrepreneurs seem to build an experience curve of entrepreneurship leading to a 
somewhat different business start-up process and a higher probability of actually 
starting a subsequent business. Serial nascent entrepreneurs on the other hand, 
seem to be no better than novice nascent entrepreneurs at reaching milestones in 
the business start-up process. 
The distinction between portfolio and serial entrepreneurs is linked to the question 
of learning from past experiences. Portfolio entrepreneurs may have a richer and 
fresher experience base with which to work, while serial entrepreneurs may be 
labouring under the biases inherent in selective recall and oversampling of success 
(see Sitkin, 1992). In other words, portfolio nascent entrepreneurs can iterate back 
and forth between experiences, while serial entrepreneurs may only operate from 
what is remembered about the previous experience. The findings from this study 
may illustrate the value of fresh and ongoing experience from other entrepreneurial 
activities when initiating new business start-up processes. 
However, the current businesses owned and managed by portfolio entrepreneurs 
may be a source not only of fresh experience, but also of other resources. For 
instance, a reason why portfolio nascent entrepreneurs are able to invest own 
money early and apply for external funding late in the process, may be that access 
to funding and other resources are made available through their existing 
business(es). Moreover, utilization of spare resources in their existing business(es) 
may allow portfolio entrepreneurs to postpone costly activities such as investments 
and employment until the new business is ready to stand on its own feet. The 
transfer of knowledge as well as other resources may thus not only increase the 
likelihood that the start-up efforts of portfolio nascent entrepreneurs actually lead 
to a new business. It may also increase this business chance of success by reducing 
its start-up costs andlor providing valuable resources. The next article looks into 
the resource access of new businesses started by novice, serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs, and their subsequent early performance. 
4.3 Article 2: New business early performance: differences 
between firms started by novice, serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs2' 
4.3.1 Research questions 
This study explores resource access and performance differences among new firms 
started by novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs. In particular, the question of 
whether experienced business founders own superior performing firms relative to 
inexperienced entrepreneurs, is illuminated. The study is based upon the 
presumption that experienced entrepreneurs have learned from their experiences 
and may therefore be better at identifying new opportunities, acquiring the 
resources necessary, as well as better at utilizing these resources to exploit their 
business opportunities. This study investigates whether serial and portfolio 
founders are superior to novice founders at acquiring resources for the new 
venture, and if the resources acquired are associated with higher subsequent 
business performance. The following research questions were explored: 
Alsos CA, Kolvereid L & Isaksen EJ. 2005. New business early performance: Differences between 
firms started by novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs. In P Christensen, F Poulfeldt (Eds.), 
Managing complexitjl and change in SMEs: Frontiers in European Research 2005. Rent Anthology 
2005. Edward Elgar. 
1. Do novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs differ when it comes to their 
ability to identify opportunities and acquire resources when starting a new 
business? 
2. Do such differences lead to different performance in new businesses 
started by novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs? 
Novicy is a temporary condition, as also novice entrepreneurs will become 
experienced after learning from their first start-up. Performance differences 
between novice and habitual entrepreneurs are, therefore, likely to be found in the 
early stages of business development. The study is designed to study brand new 
businesses. The entrepreneurs were contacted within few days after they registered 
their new firms, i.e. at start-up, and then followed up 19 months later. Resource 
acquisition and performance is thus considered for the very early days of the new 
business. 
4.3.2 Theoretical framework 
This study is guided by a theoretical framework inspired by the resource-based 
view of the firm, suggesting that differences in performance result from the 
resource combinations controlled by the entrepreneurs and their firms. According 
to this view, resources can include financial capital and physical assets as well as 
knowledge, routines and other immaterial assets (cf. chapter 2). Experienced 
entrepreneurs may have acquired knowledge and assets from their former business, 
and that this give them better access both to new opportunities and various 
resources (Scott & Rosa, 1996). These resources may include knowledge resources 
that accrue from experiential learning; networks and contacts, as well as financial 
capital and fixed assets. Moreover, Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright (2003a) found 
that portfolio entrepreneurs have more diverse experiences and more resources than 
both serial and novice entrepreneurs. Portfolio entrepreneurs possess resources 
through their existing business that might be used in the start-up of the new 
business such as organisational routines, employees, suppliers, customers, localities 
or equipment. 
This study focus on three resource categories which has been suggested to differ 
between types of entrepreneurs and to be important sources to performance 
differences; financial capital (Scott & Rosa, 1997; Westhead et al., 2003a), start-up 
teams (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Westhead & Wright, 1998c) and opportunity 
identification abilities (McGrath, 1996; McGrath & MacMillan, 2000; Ronstadt, 
1988; Ucbasaran et al., 2003a). Since access to opportunities and resources is 
central to the possibility of success of a new business, higher access to resources is 
expected to lead to higher performance of new businesses started by experienced 
entrepreneurs. Particularly, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs may be able to 'grow' 
their new businesses more rapidly from the start because of their presumed better 
access to resources. In the very early stages of a new business, growth in sales and 
employees is important indicators of early business performance. 
Performance differences between novice and experienced entrepreneurs have been 
anticipated by several authors (Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993; MacMillan, 1986; 
Westhead & Wright, 1999). However, hitherto, there has been presented little 
empirical evidence that experienced business founders perform better than their 
inexperienced counterparts (Carter & Ram, 2003). Several explanations has been 
offered to this paradox, for instance that previous research has failed to differ 
between types of experienced entrepreneurs (Westhead & Wright, 1998c), and that 
there are both assets and liabilities connected to prior experience (Starr & Bygrave, 
1992). Further, there may be differences in the nature of the business ideas pursued 
by novice as opposed to experienced entrepreneurs (Ucbasaran et al., 2003a), 
which may have implications for performance levels, particularly at the short term. 
Moreover, previous research has typically investigated performance between well 
established businesses. As mentioned, we argue that performance differences 
between experienced and inexperienced entrepreneurs are most likely to be found 
in the early stages, before the novice entrepreneurs gain experience. 
In this study, we search to make up for some of these deficiencies by focusing of 
brand new businesses, differing between serial and portfolio entrepreneurs, and 
controlling for the novelty of the business idea pursued. Further, by focusing on 
factors leading to the proposed performance differences, such as resource 
acquisition and opportunity identification behaviour, the design of the study gives 
the possibility to identify assets as well as liabilities related to the types of 
entrepreneurs. 
4.3.3 Method 
The unit of analysis of this study is the new business start-up. Based on 
longitudinal data of a representative sample of new business formations, the 
present research explores the differences between novice, serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs when it comes to their resources and the subsequent performance of 
the new business started. 
Data for this study was gathered from new business founders drawn from The 
Norwegian central coordinating register for legal entities. This register contains all 
businesses that have employees, all limited liability companies and partnerships, 
and all sole proprietorships obliged to pay  VAT'^. The four most common legal 
forms of new businesses in the register are sole proprietorships, partnerships with 
mutual responsibility, partnerships with shared responsibility and unlisted limited 
liability companies. Since a total of 98.6% of Norwegian new registrations in 2002 
chose one of these four legal forms (Statistics Norway, 2004), other less common 
legal forms were disregarded. All new businesses that registered with the central 
coordinating register during weeks 21-24 2002 were approached. Within two 
weeks after registration in the register, a questionnaire was mailed out in four 
rounds to 3,121 businesses registered during these weeks. A reminder with a new 
copy of the questionnaire was sent out in four rounds three weeks after the initial 
mailings. Of the questionnaires posted, 126 were returned unreachable, while we 
received 1,048 competed questionnaires - a response rate of 35%. 
The second round of data collection took place during week number 5-8 in 2004, 
i.e. about 19 months after the initial mailing. A professional survey agency was 
engaged to telephone the respondents to the mail survey in order to find out what 
had happened to the businesses since the first round of data collection. Among the 
1048 businesses that responded to the mail survey, 29 businesses were excluded 
since they had been de-registered from the central coordination register. Another 
six businesses were excluded because they had more than 50% missing data on the 
first round of data collection. Finally, 33 respondents were excluded since the 
22 At the time of the initial data collection in 2002, this included, with few exceptions, all sole 
proprietorships (as well as other businesses) with an annual turnover of NOK 30,000 or more. 
1 NOK = approx. 0.14 USD or 0.12 EUR. 
business or the contact person was not listed in any of the available telephone 
directories. The survey agency attempted to reach all the remaining 980 
respondents. Among these 275 persons were inaccessible and 54 others refused to 
participate. Follow-up data were thus collected from a total of 651 of the business 
founders. Only respondents who identified themselves as the founder and owner- 
manager of the new business were included in the further analysis. Further, we 
include only those respondents who submitted complete data sets. In total, this left 
410 cases for the analysis of total employment and 354 cases for the analysis of 
sales turnover in the business. Thorough response bias tests did not reveal any 
significant differences between respondents and non-respondents. Moreover, the 
final sample did not differ significantly from the entire cohort of businesses started 
in Norway in 2002 with regard to legal status or localization. Hence, there is good 
reason to believe that the sample is representative for the population of new 
business start-ups in Norway. 
4.3.4 Key findings 
The study investigated differences between novice, serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs regarding resource access. Novice entrepreneurs are found to be 
significantly less likely to have organized a team of entrepreneurs to start the 
business, to identify significant fewer opportunities, and to raise significantly less 
financial capital than serial and portfolio entrepreneurs. Further, portfolio 
entrepreneurs are found to identify significantly more business opportunities than 
serial entrepreneurs, but there were no significant differences between serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs regarding start-up teams and financial resources. In total, 
these results indicate that serial and portfolio entrepreneurs are able to get access to 
more resources and opportunities than novice entrepreneurs. 
Hierarchical multivariate regression analyses were used to explore the associations 
between these resource differences and early performance of the new businesses. 
Obtained level of sales turnover and level of employment other than the founder 
were used as performance measures. Whether the new business was a de novo 
start-up or an acqusative entry, as well as the degree of novelty of the business idea 
were controlled for in the models. Serial and portfolio entrepreneurs were found to 
achieve significantly higher sales turnover and significantly more employees than 
novice entrepreneurs, when resource access was not controlled for. When the three 
categories of resources were included in the models, financial resources and start- 
up team were significantly associated with both performance measures, while 
opportunity identification was only significant in the model related to employment. 
However, when controlling for resources, the effect of experience (serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs) were substantially reduced. This indicates that access to 
resources is mediating the relationship between experience and performance. More 
specifically, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs reach higher turnover in their new 
businesses mainly because they are better able to get access to valuable resources. 
The results of this study give interesting contributions to the literature on 
entrepreneurial experience and habitual entrepreneurship. First, this is one of very 
few studies that actually are able to show performance differences between 
experienced and inexperienced entrepreneurs. Acknowledging the need for 
controlling for the nature of the business idea, the results show that the new 
businesses of serial and portfolio entrepreneurs actually perform better. Second, the 
study begins to reveal what constitutes the advantages of experienced 
entrepreneurs. Basically, these entrepreneurs seem to be better at getting access to 
resources which again help them build businesses with higher performance. 
The findings of the present study also raise new questions that should be dealt with 
in future research in this area. For instance, one should look into the process of 
resource acquisition and explore how experienced entrepreneurs are able to get 
access to a larger amount of resources. It is reasonable to assume that some of these 
resources are obtained from their previous or existing ventures. This raises a 
question of the nature and effects of resource transfer between the ventures in 
experienced entrepreneurs' curriculum. As Iacobucci and Rosa (2004) suggested, 
the creation of new businesses on the basis of previous or existing businesses of 
experienced entrepreneurs can be regarded as evolutionary entrepreneurial systems 
where the relationship between the different business opportunity exploited by the 
entrepreneur and the dynamics of the entrepreneurial team(s) involved may be 
important antecedents of new business performance. The resource transfer between 
existing and new businesses of portfolio entrepreneurs is one of the issues which 
are considered in part B of this chapter. 
Part B: Portfolio entrepreneurship: farm context 
While the previous two articles investigated differences between novice, serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs, the articles in this section concentrate on portfolio 
entrepreneurs only. Moreover, we move from studying representative samples of 
entrepreneurs from all industries, to give attention to one sector - the agricultural 
sector. All portfolio entrepreneurs studied in this section own and manage a farm 
business. However, as portfolio entrepreneurs, they are also involved in one or 
more businesses in addition. These businesses are not farm businesses; rather they 
constitute a large variation in type and industry. 
4.4 Article 3: Farm-based entrepreneurs: What triggers the 
start-up of new business activities?" 
4.4.1 Introduction 
This study goes deeper into the question of why some farmers choose to start new 
business activities instead of limiting their engagement to farming or waged 
employment. Obviously, the reasons for starting new business activities are of 
many kinds, as such choices deeply affect the living of the household involved. 
This study uses in-depth qualitative interviews to explore the motivation of farm- 
based entrepreneurs as well as the resources and characteristics of their business 
activities. Three types of farm-based entrepreneurs are identified based on their 
reported main motivation for new business start-up in addition to the farm. 
Moreover, these three types were compared regarding their business goals, their 
resource base as well as several characteristics of the business activity started. 
23 A~SOS CA, Ljunggren E & Pettersen LT. 2003. Farm-based entrepreneurs: what triggers the start-up 
of new business activities? Journal of Stnall Business and Enterprise Development 1 O(4): 435-443 
4.4.2 Theoretical framework and research questions 
Three theoretical perspectives are used to explore the factors affecting the start-up 
of new business activities amongst farmers: the rural sociology perspective of 
pluriactivity, the opportunity based perspective of entrepreneurship and the 
resource based perspective as adopted within entrepreneurship research. 
The rural sociology perspective sees the rationale for agricultural households 
adopting different patterns of activity as dependent upon conditions in agriculture, 
off-farm job opportunities and the structure of the household (Fuller, 1990). The 
strategy adopted by the household depends on the perception of these 'realities'. 
The dominant reason to start searching for an opportunity to establish another 
business is considered to be the need to maintain or increase the income generated 
by the farm (e.g. Bowler et al., 1996; Efstratoglou-Todoulou, 1990; Ilbery, 1991). 
Starting a new business activity is not only an economic adaptation strategy but 
may enable farm household to continue farming and living in rural areas (Barlett, 
1986; Eikeland, 1999; Kinsella et al., 2000). This could be motivated by a wish to 
keep the family farm going, to stay at home because of parents, by an affinity with 
the nature of farm work or emotional reasons such as 'not wanting to sell the 
family land' (Kinsella et al., 2000). Accordingly, starting a new business could be 
motivated by a wish to continue farming as a life-style, to remain free and 
independent as self-employed or because of the rural tradition of combining 
different activities. 
The opportunity based perspective of entrepreneurship emphasizes business 
opportunities as the main source of entrepreneurial activities and an important 
trigger of new business start-ups (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Opportunities are 
the result of environmental conditions and entrepreneurial ability as well as access 
to and processing of information (Ucbasaran et al., 2000). As experienced business 
owner-managers still in business, farmers can be assumed to have access to 
knowledge and information which can become the basis of other valuable business 
ideas (McGrath, 1996; Ronstadt, 1988). Experience may also increase the cognitive 
capabilities necessary to evaluate information making experienced owner- 
managers better able to identify new business opportunities (McGrath, 1996) and to 
carry through a start-up process (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). The prior knowledge, 
gain from experience, may be central to the identification and exploitation of new 
business opportunities (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Shane, 2000). It can thus be argued 
that farm-based entrepreneurship is the result of alert farmers discovering and 
exploiting business opportunities related to their prior knowledge. 
The resource-based view of the firm suggests that the acquisition and organisation 
of resources is a vital element in the process of starting a new business activity 
(Brush et al., 2001). An entrepreneur's ability to collect the necessary resources 
and combine them in a new business may be crucial to whether the new firm will 
come into existence. While investigating farm-based new businesses, Carter (1998) 
emphasized the advantages of utilizing capabilities connected to traditional farming 
activities when new businesses were first established. The farm may give access to 
raw materials and may facilitate the utilization of common resources for the new 
and the former business, such as localities, distribution channels, network contacts, 
etc. (Alsos & Ljunggren, 2002). According to the resource-based perspective, a 
competitive advantage should be built based on resources (or combinations of 
resources) that are valuable and unique, and which cannot easily be imitated by 
competitors (Barney, 1991). If the farmer possesses this kind of resources this may 
be a 'trigger' to start a new business activity. 
4.4.3 Method 
The unit of analysis for this study is the farm household. The household is the basic 
unit of production and organization in agriculture, and several studies have 
identified it as the key element in researching and understanding changes within 
the farm sector (Eikeland & Lie, 1999; Fuller, 1990; Gasson & Winter, 1992). The 
fact that decisions regarding the development of family owned micro businesses 
are most often made within the household (Wheelock et al., 1999), also makes it an 
appropriate unit of analysis when studying the process of starting a new business. 
The data was obtained from sixteen in-depth interviews with farmers in two rural 
regions in Norway. Similar to most European countries, there have been great 
changes in the domestic agriculture sector. However, Norway being outside the 
EU, the restructuring process has been slower and farms are still relatively small 
compared with other European countries. The vast majority are family farms and 
most employ only family members. It is also quite common for one or more 
individuals in the household to be employed outside the farm. The labour market in 
rural areas of Norway has probably given better access to waged jobs than in other 
parts of Europe. In particular, a large public sector has been an important source of 
jobs for farm-based women, offering both full- and part-time employment. 
The respondents for the study were farmers who have started new business 
activities in addition to the farm, or are seriously considering doing so. In cases 
where the farm household consisted of a couple where both were involved in the 
farm andlor in the new business activity, both spouses were interviewed. This was 
the case in eight of the sixteen interviews. New business activities were defined as 
those that could not be categorized as traditional farming. The new activities were 
established after the respondents took over the farm. The research sample 
comprised thirteen livestock and three arable farms. 
4.4.4 Key findings 
The sixteen farm households were categorized according to their main motivation 
to start new business activities. The analysis revealed three types of farm-based 
entrepreneurs, which were labelled as pluriactive farmers, resource-exploiting 
entrepreneurs and portfolio entrepreneurs. These differed with regard to several 
features relevant to the three theoretical perspectives employed, including 
connection to the farm, business goals, source of business ideas, resource base and 
source of competitive position. They also differed in business characteristics such 
as size, capital requirements, ownership and employment. 
The pluriactive farmers are motivated to start new business activities in order to 
maintain or expand the farm and are usually closely related to it. These households 
are strongly committed to farming, in regard to their identity, where they put their 
work effort, and from where they get their main source of income. Establishing 
new business activities is a way of increasing the income from the farm, since 
growth within traditional farm production is restricted due to quotas or resource 
limitations. They choose a new business activity instead of waged employment, 
since they find an off-farm job difficult to combine with activities at the farm, and 
also difficult to fit into their choice of life style. The new business activities started 
are very small and usually embedded in farming activities. For the majority, the 
farm still contributes most to the household income. The main competitive factor 
that these new business activities are based on the possibility of utilizing spare 
capacity at the farm (work force, machinery, etc.), the households willingness to 
work for less or a combination of these two factors. The pluriactive farm 
household's opportunity search is distinguished by searching for something that 
can give an income and which is possible to combine with farming. These 
opportunities are often imitations of similar business activities run by others, and in 
some cases externally generated. They are based on competence andlor physical 
resources available at the farm. 
The resource-exploiting entrepreneurs start new business activities mainly because 
they wish to utilize unique resource(s) which they control or can get access to. 
These resources are usually connected to the farm andlor the members of the 
household, but could also be resources in the local community. The resource- 
exploiting entrepreneurs see the farm as the preferred place of residence for the 
household, but they do not have as strong ties to farming activities as pluriactive 
farmers. The new business activity may be just as, or even more important than the 
farm, with regard to income, quality of life, job satisfaction, etc. The new business 
activity is often larger than that of the pluriactive farmer, but normally only 
employs household members. The business is not necessarily embedded in faming 
activities and may be located outside the farm. The competitive factors that these 
new business activities are based on involve access to unique resources or 
combinations of resources. 
The portfolio entrepreneurs base their motivation for new business start-up on a 
business idea they have identified and wish to exploit. These business ideas do not 
necessarily originate in the farm's resources. If necessary, these entrepreneurs can 
acquire resources to exploit a business idea and they invest much more time and 
financial resources than the other two types of entrepreneurs. The business 
activities are often team ventures, established by teams composted by family 
members andlor outside persons. Portfolio entrepreneurs could be described as 
having weaker ties to farming activities and sometimes also to the farm as a 
residence. They see the farm as a business and as such do not find it necessary to 
'keep it going' under any circumstances. The new business activity does in many 
cases contribute more to household income than the farm. It is often organized as a 
separate unit and is larger in terms of turnover and number of employees. The 
competitive position of new businesses is based on the uniqueness of the idea 
rather than on work effort or specific resources. These entrepreneurs set out to 
create uniqueness by e.g. differentiating their products from 'bulk' production, 
using design, marketing the enterprise as a niche business and being focused on 
sales. 
This study shows that there is heterogeneity among farm-based entrepreneurs 
which needs to be accounted for in research as well as by policy makers. Their 
motivations, goals and behaviours may differ substantially, which have 
implications for how they respond to for instance policy initiatives. This has 
inference for how we should understand the concept of portfolio entrepreneurship 
and which outcomes we should expect from these activities. The farm business 
owners' motivations for starting new business activities, seem to have 
consequences for how the process of identifying and exploiting new business 
opportunities is carried through and which results to expect from it. The next article 
discusses which factors are associated with the propensity for farmers to becoming 
portfolio entrepreneurs. 
4.5 Article 3: Portfolio entrepreneurship in the farm 
sector: Necessity push or opportunity 
4.5.1 Research questions 
This study looks into the issue of why some business owners become portfolio 
entrepreneurs, while most do not. Based on insights from the rural sociology view 
of pluriactivity and the opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship, factors 
associated with farmers to become portfolio entrepreneurs are explored. 
Specifically we explore a model of the business founding process relating to three 
24 MSOS CA, Ljunggren EC & Pettersen LT. Portfolio entrepreneurship in the farm sector: Necessity 
push or opportunity pull? An earlier version of this paper were presented at TCSB, Belfast, 16.-18. 
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different milestones: intention, preparation and start-up of business activities, and 
push and pull factors associated with these three milestones. 
Data for this study is from a survey of a representative sample of farmers in 
Norway. The fact that the respondents have a relatively similar first business, a 
farm business, gives an opportunity to compare factors associated with their start- 
up efforts without the disadvantage of possibly highly different background, 
resource access and environments associated with multi-industry samples. Push 
and pull factors associated with the environment for their original business activity, 
(farming) the environment for new business start-ups, and the competences 
associated with the farm household are investigated. The following research 
question was addressed: 
1. Is the likelihood of farmers to consider, prepare and establish new business 
activities in addition to their farms associated with 
a. the institutional environments for farming, 
b. the institutional environments for new business start-ups, 
c. farmers' entrepreneurial abilities andlor their access to business 
opportunities? 
4.5.2 Theoretical framework 
Two theoretical perspectives guide this study: The rural sociology perspective to 
farm-based pluriactivity and the opportunity based perspective to entrepreneurship. 
Further, we build upon insights related to the business start-up process. Katz (1990; 
1992) suggests there are several phases which an entrepreneur has to address to 
establish a new firm, however not necessarily in a certain chronological order. A 
number of milestones have been identified (Block & MacMillan, 1985; Katz, 1992; 
Starr et al., 1993). Following Katz (1990) we monitor farmer behaviour with 
regard to: 1) having an intention to start a business, 2) starting to prepare the 
business, and 3) founding the business. Katz argued that these milestones represent 
hurdles to the business start-up; some individuals fail to address all the hurdles and 
do not set up a new firm2' (see also Carter et al., 1996; Reynolds & Miller, 1992). 
25 Kiltz's (1990) model originally discussed hurdles towards self-employment, but has been utilized 
with regard to business formation (Alsos & Ljunggren, 1998; Rotefoss, 2001 ; Rotefoss & Kolvereid, 
The rural sociology perspective relating to farm-based pluriactivity suggests that 
farmers may be 'pushed' into multiple business ownership. Pluriactivity is seen as 
a mechanism to address constraints imposed by agricultural recession, as well as a 
survival strategy for the farm household (Bowler et al., 1996; Damianos & Skuras, 
1996; Ilbery, 1991). Intentions, preparation and start-up of new business activities 
among farmers are considered to be results of unfavourable conditions. 
Entrepreneurial activities are often understood as a response to the lack of 
opportunities for full-time employment or full time farming (Eikeland & Lie, 
1999). Farmers experiencing reduced or insufficient income from their farming 
activities may be pushed into finding new income sources for the household 
(Ilbery, 1991; McNally, 2001). Further, if they in addition find it difficult to obtain 
adequate waged employment, their income generating activities will be directed 
towards starting new business activities (Eikeland & Lie, 1999). 
Conversely, the opportunity based perspective to entrepreneurship emphasize the 
opportunities as the fundamental aspect of the entrepreneurial process (Eckhardt & 
Shane, 2003). This perspective suggests that entrepreneurs will identify market 
opportunities, and will be 'pulled' into establishing new business activities to 
exploit these opportunities (Kirzner, 1973; Landstrijm & Johannisson, 2001; Shane 
& Venkataraman, 2000). Farmers' ability to identify business opportunities may 
therefore be a pull factor associated with intentions, preparation and start-up of a 
new business. Moreover, whether the individuals decide to pursue the opportunity 
identified, depend on how they evaluate the opportunity (Ardichvili et al., 2003). 
This evaluation is partly dependent on how the individuals perceive their own 
abilities to successfully pursue the opportunity, and partly on how they consider the 
environmental conditions for opportunity exploitation. Entrepreneurial abilities and 
positive environment for new business start-ups may also contribute to the pulling 
of farmers into new business activities. 
2005). Here, the model is adapted to consider the behaviour of farmers who already own a farm 
business and desire to start and own additional business activities (see also Alsos & Kolvereid, 1998). 
4.5.3 Method 
The unit of analysis for this study is the farm household defined as the farmer and 
hislher spouse. The household is the basic unit of production and organization in 
agriculture, and several studies show that the household is the key element in 
studying and understanding changes within the farm sector (Eikeland & Lie, 1999; 
Fuller, 1990; Gasson & Winter, 1992). The fact that decisions regarding the 
development of family owned micro businesses most often are made within the 
household (Wheelock et al., 1999), also makes the household an appropriate unit of 
analysis when studying the process of to starting a new business. 
Data for this study was gathered through a postal survey among farmers in Norway 
administered by Statistics of Norway. Questionnaires were sent to a stratified (by 
region) random sample of 3018 farmers drawn from an agriculture census. The 
questionnaires were addressed to the (main) farm owner. 21 questionnaires were 
returned due to farm closure, and were excluded from the population. After one 
postal reminder, 1019 filled in questionnaires were returned. Respondents who 
failed to present complete information were excluded. In total, responses from 748 
farm households are discussed here, i.e. 25 % of the original sample. No statistical 
significant response bias was detected between the respondents and the non- 
respondents with regard to age and sex of main farm holder, or type of farm 
production. However, the respondents were slightly more likely to have larger farm 
sizes than the non respondents (mean: 168 decares as compared to 154 decares). 
Farm size was not found to correlate significantly with any of the dependent 
variables. 
The questionnaire was designed to measure whether farmers had started new 
business activities in addition to their farm business. New business activities were 
defined as any business activities other than traditional farming with an annual 
turnover larger than NOK 30 000'~ owned and managed by the respondent. To 
address content and face validity of the questionnaire, academics in the fields of 
entrepreneurship and farm management was asked to comment on it. Further, a 
26 Approx. € 3 800. NOK 30 000 equals the limit for VAT registration in Norway. 
pilot study among practising farmers with or without other business activities was 
conducted. These were contacted by members of the research team at a face-to-face 
basis. No major problems were detected but suggestions related to minor changes 
and rephrasing of questions were incorporated. 
4.5.4 Key findings 
Logistic regression models were calculated to investigate the factors associated 
with each of the three milestones in the process of starting a new business activity 
in addition to the farm business, i.e. becoming a portfolio entrepreneur; intention, 
preparation and start-up. The results indicate that intention of starting new business 
activities are more likely among farmers which are younger, well educated and 
who currently are portfolio entrepreneurs, i.e. those who already own and manage 
at least one business activity in addition to the farm. Farmers with entrepreneurial 
intentions are more likely to believe they have the entrepreneurial abilities needed 
to start new business activities, and are slightly less prone to perceives laws and 
regulations for business start-ups as complicating than other farmers. Finally, these 
farmers to a larger extent than others experience new business opportunities 
emerging from their farming activities. 
Preparation of new business activity start-up is found to be more likely among 
younger farmers who currently are portfolio entrepreneurs. Farmers preparing 
business start-ups seem to be more confident with their own entrepreneurial 
abilities and are also able to see more business opportunities arising from their 
farming experiences, than other farmers. Actual business start-ups are found to be 
associated with younger farmers who strongly believe in their entrepreneurial 
abilities and who also believe they are relatively attractive in the labour market. All 
in all, the findings seem to emphasize opportunity pull rather than necessity push as 
the dominant mechanism for portfolio entrepreneurship in the farm sector. 
The rural sociology perspective emphasizes other business activities in addition to 
the farm as an adaptation strategy farmers may chose when the conditions for 
farming are changing. This study gave no support for this view. Rather, it was the 
pull factors relating to business opportunities as well as entrepreneurial abilities 
and experience, which most strongly differed farmers considering, preparing and 
establishing new business activities from other farmers. This may indicate that 
difficult conditions for farming and reduced incomes are not sufficient factors for 
starting new business activities. The tendency to find the conditions for farming as 
unsatisfactory and to experience reduced income from farming activities were 
widespread among the farmers investigated, while only some of them considered 
entrepreneurial activities as an option. The findings suggest that the farmers who 
consider and prepare for business start-up process possess abilities to recognise and 
exploit opportunities evolving from the farming experience. Establishing new 
business activities are also more likely among farmers with entrepreneurial 
abilities. The finding that farmers with additional business activities also find 
themselves more attractive on the labour market than other farmers, indicates that it 
is the most competent and resourceful farmers who go into new business activities. 
The next two articles look specifically at those farmers who have taken steps to 
become portfolio entrepreneurs and which their experiences and farm resources 
play in this respect. Using a qualitative approach, the next article discusses the 
utilisation of prior knowledge in process of opportunity identification among 
farmers. 
4.6 Article 5: Opportunities and prior knowledge: A study 
of experienced entrepreneurs2' 
4.6.1 Introduction 
This exploratory study investigates how opportunity generation is related to the 
prior knowledge base of experienced entrepreneurs. The article explores how prior 
knowledge is used in the process of opportunity generation and whether this varies 
dependent on how opportunities come into existence. Firstly, taxonomy of 
opportunity generation processes is developed. Secondly, the link between prior 
knowledge and new opportunities is explored based on opportunity stories accessed 
27 Alsos GA & Kaikkonen VA. 2004. Opportunities and prior knowledge: A study of experienced 
entrepreneurs. In SA Zahra, CG Brush, P Davidsson, J Fiet, PG Greene, RT Harrison, M Lerner, C 
Mason, GD Meyer, J Sohl, A Zacharakis (Eds.), Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research: 301-314. 
Babson College: Wellesley, MA 
through in-dept interviews of experienced farm-based entrepreneurs in Finland and 
Norway. Differences in use of prior knowledge depending on the type of 
opportunity generation process are discussed. 
4.6.2 Theoretical framework and research questions 
The theoretical framework of this study builds on the debates going on within the 
opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship regarding how opportunities come into 
existence. Two central debates are whether opportunities are the result of 
serendipity or deliberate search (e.g. Chandler et al., 2002; Gaglio & Katz, 2001), 
and whether they are objectively discovered or subjectively created (e.g. 
Davidsson, 2003; Gartner et al., 2003). We argue that these two debates not solely 
represent different ontological views, but may also be considered as illustrate the 
heterogeneity of opportunity detection processes. Both elements of search and 
coincidence, as well as elements of discovery and creation may be included in such 
processes. These four concepts may be viewed as placed on different ends of two 
axes describing the variety of opportunity generation situations; one an axis where 
active search and passive luck represent the two extreme points, and one axis 
where pure objective discovery and subjective creation represent the two extreme 
points. 
The combination of these two axes makes it possible to separate between four 
broad categories of processes: opportunity discovery (passive-objective), 
opportunity search (active-objective), opportunity creation (active-subjective) and 
opportunity occurrence (passive-subjective). Opportunity discovery takes place 
when the opportunity objectively exists, and it can be recognized by the 
entrepreneur even though (s)he is not actively searching. Opportunity search 
supposes for more active search for finding a business opportunity, considering that 
the opportunity can be objectively recognized. Opportunity creation and 
opportunity occurrence on the other hand are the opportunity generation processes 
in which the entrepreneur's (subjective) abilities, experiences, prior knowledge and 
actions make the opportunities to come into existence. The opportunities are 
therefore formed rather than recognized. The difference between these two 
categories lies in the extent of active search. Opportunity creation takes place when 
the entrepreneur actively searches for a business opportunity and uses her 
subjective capacity and resources to create the opportunity. In some cases the 
opportunity can occur due to entrepreneur's special skills and resources, even 
though (s)he is not actively looking for (this particular) opportunity, i.e. 
opportunity occurrence. 
Further, the study builds on literature suggesting that opportunity generation is 
facilitated by the prior knowledge of the entrepreneur. It is argued that 
entrepreneurs discover opportunities related to the information that they already 
possess because prior knowledge triggers recognition of the value of the new 
information (Shane, 2000). Each person's idiosyncratic prior knowledge creates a 
'knowledge corridor' that allows h idher  to recognize certain opportunities, but not 
others (Ronstadt, 1988; Venkataraman, 1997). Prior knowledge can be assumed to 
affect both the ability to search for useful information and the ability to take 
advantage of elements of coincidence or luck. Further, both discovery and creation 
of opportunities may be supported by the prior knowledge of the 
discoverer/creator. 
Entrepreneurial experience is a source of prior knowledge which might be 
particularly interesting in this respect. Founding and running of a business may 
give access to information and knowledge which become the basis of new business 
ideas (MacMillan, 1986; McGrath, 1996; McGrath & MacMillan, 2000). This 
information may be a result of the learning taking place during the start-up or 
owner-management of a prior business (Ronstadt, 1988), of an increased network 
resulting from the prior activities (McGrath, 1996; Singh et al., 1999), and of 
development of cognitive abilities through experience (McGrath, 1996; Ucbasaran 
et al., 2002). An existing farm business can therefore be a source of new business 
ideas both in it self, through the entrepreneurs experience with it, as well as 
through the network developed through the owner-management of the business. 
However, the heterogeneity of opportunity generation processes as suggested 
above, encourage an exploration of a possible variation between in the role of prior 
knowledge relating to the type of process in question. 
This exploratory study addresses the following broad research questions: 
1. Can the four suggested types of opportunity generation processes be 
identified empirically? 
2. What characterizes and differentiates the four types of processes? 
3. In what way is prior knowledge and experience of the entrepreneur related 
to the four types of processes? 
4.6.3 Method 
The unit of analysis for this study is the entrepreneurial opportunity. An 
opportunity is defined as a perceived situation where a good andlor a service can be 
introduced which the entrepreneur believes will yield a profit. One entrepreneur 
may detect several opportunities. The data for this study consist of qualitative long 
in-depth interviews of thirty-one farm-based entrepreneurs in Finland and Norway. 
Stories of opportunity generation were extracted from these interviews and 
analysed. 
The origin of this study is in two separate but similar studies conducted in Norway 
and Finland, both focusing on rural micro firms. The interviewed farm-based 
entrepreneurs were located in the Northern Savo region in Finland and the 
Nordland and the M@re regions in Norway. These regions have many similarities, 
for instance their rurality and their dependence on primary production and small 
businesses. But there are also differences, not least regarding the different 
agriculture policy efforts of Finland, as an EU member, and Norway. 
The informants were farmers who have started new business activities in addition 
to the farm, or are seriously considering doing so. In the cases the farm household 
consisted of a couple who both were involved in the farm andlor in the new 
business activity, both spouses were interviewed when possible. During the 
interviews, they were asked how business opportunities had come into existence in 
their lives. The stories revealed several opportunity detection episodes where some 
of the opportunities were rejected, some resulted in new ventures, and some are 
still being considered for the future. These opportunities were included in the study 
regardless of the present outcome of them, since focusing only on opportunities 
that are carried out may cause scholars to overlook a large number of venture 
possibilities that were seriously considered by an entrepreneur (Fiet, 1996:421). 
The interviews of thirty-one entrepreneurs (or couples) gave us a data consisting of 
fifty-nine opportunity generation processes. The opportunities were categorized 
according to the passive-active and objective-subjective axes, using the following 
procedure: Each opportunity was first categorized separately by each of the 
authors. Secondly the categorizations were compared. In the cases of disagreement, 
the categorization was discussed between the authors until an agreement was 
reached. 
4.6.4 Key findings 
All four types of opportunity generation processes from the developed taxonomy 
where identified in the empirical data, from both Finnish and Norwegian 
entrepreneurs. An investigation of the characteristics of the opportunity processes 
in each category revealed that each category has some similar features which differ 
from opportunities in other categories. Opportunities in the category opportunity 
discovery were often related to pluriactive farms, where new business opportunities 
are considered as a way to increase the income for the owning family (cf. 4.4.4). 
Exploiting business opportunities are seen as an alternative to searching for waged 
employment. The opportunities are typically related to something which 
traditionally has been done in farms, and farm resources are often central. 
Opportunities are often imitations and sometimes also identified by others. 
Opportunities in this category relate mainly to local markets, and are often 'low 
potential' opportunities when it comes to growth. 
Opportunities in the category opportunity search are less related to the farms than 
the discovery opportunities. Entrepreneurs searching for opportunities in this way 
have typically chosen to develop other business activities in stead of growing their 
farm, as a response to policy demands or the need for more income than farming 
can give. These opportunities are often imitations of other businesses locally or in 
other areas. The active opportunity search has been conducted looking for 'known' 
opportunities that might fit the entrepreneur's competence, resources and situation. 
Also these opportunities are mainly related to local markets and often related to a 
small growth potential. 
Opportunity creation processes often seem to lead to opportunities related to areas 
from which the entrepreneur has already got experience due to prior business 
ownership, a hobby, or work experience. It is therefore a continuance of earlier 
practice, but is often also connected to a perceived market need. These 
opportunities are generally more innovative that the ones resulting from search or 
discovery. Farm resources are seldom csucial to the opportunities, but they may 
still make use of such resources. These opportunities are often, but not always, 
related to larger growth potential or ambitions than the previous categories, and are 
usually related to regional or national markets. In the category of opportunity 
occurrence the opportunities typically occurred due to the entrepreneur's special 
skills, unique knowledge or distinct resources, even though (s)he has not actively 
searched for (this particular) opportunity. They seem to be more innovative than 
the other opportunities, and they often involve relation to unique competences or 
resources controlled by the entrepreneur. They are not or only marginally related to 
farm resources, and iflwhen they are successfully exploited they would replace the 
farm as the main business activity and also exceed the income and size of the farm 
considerably. These opportunities are usually related to national or international 
markets. 
Prior knowledge seems to play quite different roles depending on the type of 
process. Opportunity creation and occurrence seem to be related to a more 
extensive knowledge base of the entrepreneur than the other processes. 
Opportunity discovery seem to be based on the farm-based knowledge or skills, 
while opportunity search to some extent seem to stem from the lack of particular 
knowledge. Further, entrepreneurs with extensive experience from other areas than 
farming, e.g. prior employed work, prior business activities or hobbies, seem to be 
more able to undertake generation processes which includes more subjective 
creation than less experienced entrepreneurs. 
The results from this study indicate that there is a heterogeneity among opportunity 
generation processes which needs to be taken into account when discussing the 
relationship between prior knowledge and opportunity generation. Moreover, it 
seem that entrepreneurs when gaining experience from prior opportunity 
generation and exploitation may move from opportunity discovery or search to 
more occurrence or creation in their subsequent generation processes, indicating 
that there might be learning or development resulting from such processes. Further, 
in accordance with the findings reported in 4.4.3, this study found that the 
motivation of the entrepreneur has an impact on the type of process conducted. 
Entrepreneurs pushed by the need for extra income or from the need to change their 
activities from farming to something else, were more active in their opportunity 
generation processes. These entrepreneurs were often also more objectively 
searching for opportunities, and therefore their processes often fell in the category 
of opportunity search. 
The role of the existing farm business and the resources connected to it played a 
different role in the different types of processes. The opportunity discovery and 
search processes resulted in opportunities more connected to the farm and more 
dependent on farm resources than the opportunity occurrence and creation 
processes. The final article examines the connection between the new business 
activities started and the resources of the originating business of portfolio 
entrepreneurs. 
4.7 Article 6: Multiple business ownership in the 
Norwegian farm sector: Resource transfer and 
performance  consequence^^^ 
4.7.1 Research questions 
This study examines portfolio entrepreneurship in the Norwegian farm sector, 
focusing on the extent of resource transfer between the origination farm businesses 
and the newly created ventures of the portfolio entrepreneurs. Further, the 
subsequent effects on the performance of the new business activities of this 
Alsos CA & Carter S. 2006. Multiple business ownership in the Norwegian farm sector: Resource 
transfer and performance consequences. Journal of Rural Studies 22(3): 3 13-322 
resource transfer are investigated. The study is based on a survey of Norwegian 
farm business owners which have established a new business activity in addition to 
the farm. The fact that the respondents have a relatively similar first business, a 
farm business, gives an opportunity to compare the resource transfer from these 
businesses to the new venture without the disadvantage of possibly highly different 
types of resources controlled by the originating business. However, the farm 
businesses may still vary extensively with respect to their resource richness, an 
issue which is also discussed in this article. 
This study was designed to investigate resource transfer within the farm sector, 
focusing on the extent of resource transfer from originating farm business into new 
ventures and the subsequent effect on new venture performance. There were three 
specific research questions: 
1. To what extent are different types of resources transferred from the farm 
business into the new venture? 
2. To what extent does the resource richness of the farm influence the 
resources that are transferred? 
3. Which transferred resources, if any, are associated with enhanced 
performance in the new venture? 
4.7.2 Theoretical framework 
This study was guided by the resource-based view of the firm. This perspective 
suggests that access to resources is csucial to new business start-ups (Bsush et al., 
2001; Johannisson & Landstrom, 1999). Control over a variety of resources is 
therefore regarded as an advantage for entrepreneurs. When starting a new 
business, portfolio entrepreneurs almost certainly make use of resources made 
available through their existing business. A resource-based perspective suggests 
that portfolio entrepreneurs therefore have an advantage over their inexperienced 
counterparts, being able to access and mobilise proven business resources. These 
resources may include knowledge resources that accrue from experiential learning; 
organisational resources such as routines, employees and networks of the existing 
businesses; physical resources such as buildings and equipment; and financial 
resources in terms of equity, working capital, and capital assets such as premises 
(Birley & Westhead, 1993; Reuber & Fischer, 1999; Westhead et al., 2004a). 
While the literature has focused particularly on the transfer of experiential 
knowledge, Carter's (1999) analysis of portfolio entrepreneurship in the UK 
farming sector suggested that the availability of physical assets such as land and 
buildings is crucial in enabling the development of business opportunities. 
Yet the assumption that resource transfer materialises into superior performance in 
the new venture has yet to be proven. Mosakowski (2002) criticised the resource- 
based view for its focus on the positive consequences of resources, arguing that a 
firm's resource endowments may favour, but equally may also impair the ability to 
discover and exploit new business opportunities. Drawing from a larger resource- 
base is not necessarily a competitive advantage. While in some ventures resource 
transfer may contribute to enhanced performance, in others resource transfer may 
have a negative impact, derived from a 'liability of staleness', since the resources 
available from the original firm are not always suitable for the new venture (Starr 
& Bygrave, 1992). We should therefore take into account the possibility of 
resource transfer having both positive and negative impacts on performance. This 
may, in fact, be one reason why previous studies have failed to find empirical 
support for the presumed advantage of experienced entrepreneurs. 
4.7.3 Method 
The unit of analysis of this study is the new business activity started by farm-based 
portfolio entrepreneurs. The association between the extent of resource transfer 
from the originating farm business and the performance of the new business 
activity is examined. The sample frame was drawn from the agriculture census 
from 1999, but including only the farms which were still registered as active in 
2002. From this sampling frame, a representative sample of 3,018 farm households 
from all regions of Norway was selected. The survey instrument was designed by 
the research team and administered by postal mail-out by Statistics of Norway, in 
spring 2002. The questionnaire was addressed to the main farm business owner. 
From the original sample, 21 questionnaires were returned because of farm closure 
and excluded from the population. 101 9 completed questionnaires were returned, 
resulting in a usable response rate of 34%. No statistical significant response bias 
was detected between the respondents and the non-respondents with regard to age 
and sex of main farm holder, or type of farm production. However, the respondents 
were slightly more likely to have larger farm sizes than the non respondents (mean: 
168 decares as compared to 154 decares). Farm size is controlled for in the 
analyses. 
For this study, only data drawn from portfolio entrepreneurs was used. These were 
defined as respondents who own and manage at least one business venture in 
addition to their farm business. Additional business activities were included if they 
entailed activities other than traditional farming, commanded an annual turnover 
larger than NOK 30 0 0 0 ~ ~ ,  and were owned and managed by the respondent. After 
excluding cases with missing data on the variables used for this paper, 207 cases 
were left for analysis. 
4.7.4 Key findings 
The extent of resource transfer from the farm business to the new business activity 
was explored by the means of descriptive statistics and one-way ANOVA analyses. 
The results suggest that there is a substantial transfer of resources into the new 
venture. Resource transfer is particularly apparent when the activities of the new 
business venture are closely related to the farm business, in terms of horizontal or 
vertical expansion, and is greater when the farm is relatively resource rich. There 
seem to be a considerable transfer of knowledge-based resources and physical 
resources, while the transfer of organizational resources is less comprehensive. 
Further, correlation analyses indicated that there is an association between the 
resource richness of the fasm business and the extent of resource transfer. This was 
particularly apparent with regard to knowledge-based resources and organizational 
resources. This implies that farmers who have been successful in creating one well 
functioning and resource rich business are able to transfer a greater volume of 
resources into their new ventures. This is in line with findings in other industries 
(cf. 4.3.4). 
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Finally, the question of whether resource transfer is associated with higher 
performance of the new business venture was investigated using hierarchical linear 
regression analysis. Resource transfer was found to be both positively and 
negatively related to the new venture's profitability performance. While the 
transfer of physical resources appeared to enhance the new venture's profitability, 
the transfer of knowledge and organizational resources appeared to reduce it. In 
part, this can be explained by the particular characteristics of the Norwegian farm 
sector. The sector is still highly regulated. A long tradition of large-scale 
cooperatives with the obligation to buy total production has resulted in farmers 
having little or no contact with the market. As a consequence, they generally have 
little knowledge of marketing, sales, pricing and distribution. It is not surprising, 
therefore, that portfolio farm-based entrepreneurs transfer few of these types of 
knowledge resources to their new ventures. The finding that the transfer of these 
types of knowledge resources has a negative impact on new venture performance 
can be explained by 'liabilities of staleness' (Starr & Bygrave, 1992) or 
overconfidence (Westhead et al., 2004a). Extensive transfer of knowledge 
resources may indicate that farmers think they know what is needed and therefore 
do not act to gain new knowledge. Transfer of existing knowledge resources may 
lead to reduced experimentation and existing knowledge may be core rigidity 
rather than core resource (Mosakowski, 2002). 
To date, research studies have shied away from direct examination of the 
relationship between the activities of existing firms and new ventures. The results 
presented here suggest this relationship may be crucial to our understanding of the 
potential advantages of multiple business owners and how the performance of their 
ventures may be inter-related. 
4.8 Summary 
This chapter has summarized the scientific articles constituting the empirical part 
of this thesis. Two articles deal with differences between portfolio, serial and 
novice entrepreneurs in a general industry context. One discusses the behaviours 
and outcomes related to the business start-up process of nascent entrepreneurs. The 
other examines resource acquisition and subsequent performance among fledging 
new firms. The remaining four articles deals with portfolio entrepreneurs in the 
farm sector. One explores how different types of motivation define different types 
of portfolio entrepreneurs, associated with different characteristics and outcomes. 
The second discusses push and pull factors related to farmers' chose to start 
additional business activities and becoming portfolio entrepreneurs. The next 
examines the importance of prior knowledge in the process of opportunity 
identification of farm-based entrepreneurs. The final article looks at the extent of 
resource transfer between the originating and the new business activity and 
performance consequences for the performance of the new business activity. In the 
next chapter, an overall discussion of the findings and conclusions from these 
articles will be given. Further, contributions, limitations as well as implications of 
this research will be discussed. 
5 CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
"Science is built up of facts, as a 
house is built of stones; but an 
accumulation of facts is no more 
science than a heap of stones is a 
house. " 
PoincarC (1905: 141) 
This chapter discusses the conclusions and implications from the research. The 
conclusions from each of the six studies are summarized and synthesized in order 
to bring out the joint conclusions and implications of this thesis as a whole. The 
chapter is structured as follows. First, the main contributions of the thesis will be 
discussed related to practical, theoretical and methodological issues. The next 
section will summarize the key findings from the empirical studies in relation to 
each of the broad research questions presented in chapter 1. Implications for 
practitioners and policy makers as well as for research are subsequently considered. 
Limitations of this thesis are then discussed. Finally, some directions for future 
research are suggested. 
5.1 Contribution of the thesis 
The aim of this thesis was to contribute to the knowledge on portfolio 
entrepreneurship relevant to researchers as well as to practitioners. In sections 1.3.2 
and 1.3.3, gaps in the knowledge base regarding portfolio entrepreneurship were 
identified. The purpose of the study has been to address these gaps by investigating 
differences in behaviour and start-up performance between novice, serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs, exploring factors associated with the propensity to become 
portfolio entrepreneurs, and examining the extent and consequences of resource 
transfer from current to new business activities of portfolio entrepreneurs. Six 
studies were conducted, each addressing specific research questions related to the 
overall purpose of the thesis (see Table 1.2). The studies were summarized in 
chapter four. In this section the common contributions of these studies are 
highlighted. Possible practical, theoretical and methodological contributions are 
discussed. 
5.1 .l Practical contributions 
Ucbasaran et al. (2001) suggested that entrepreneurship studies should focus on 
more precisely defined entities (e.g. type of entrepreneurs), contexts and 
relationships to allow for more specific advice and applications for policy makers, 
practitioners and entrepreneurs. This study has focused on portfolio entrepreneurs 
in a multi-industry as well as in a single-industry context. Further, each of the 
articles included has focused on specific relationships: between behaviour in the 
start-up process and the outcome of this process (article l), between resource 
acquisition and early firm performance (article 2), between motivation for new 
business start-up and the development and characteristics of the new business 
(article 3), between perceived environmental factors, perceived opportunities and 
entrepreneurial abilities and the propensity to become a portfolio entrepreneurs 
(article 4), between prior knowledge and the identification of business 
opportunities (article 5),  and between resource transfer from originating firm and 
profitability of new business activity of portfolio entrepreneurs (article 6). 
The research has been linked to policy debates. First, it is related to the general 
debate about developing a competitive Norwegian economy by pursuing 
entrepreneurship and new business start-ups. The studies have shed light on the 
contribution of portfolio entrepreneurs in this respect, as well as assets and barriers 
related to new business start-ups among current business owner-managers. Second, 
the research has been related to the specific debates concerning the restructuring of 
the agricultural sector. This debate has focused upon entrepreneurial activities 
among farmers and the utilization of farm-based resources for new business 
development. By researching farm pluriactivity from an entrepreneurship 
perspective, this thesis addresses issues of opportunity identification and 
exploitation which have seldom been explored in a farm-based context. Third, the 
study investigates the value of farmers' prior knowledge and farm-based resources 
to new business development. Consequently, the results from the studies seem to 
have the potential to inform the policy debates, and several practical implications 
can be extracted from the findings (see section 5.4). 
5.1.2 Theoretical contributions 
A theoretical contribution will usually imply an improvement of theoretical 
knowledge which already exists (Whetten, 1989). A thorough review and 
discussion of previous research in the area of study is therefore a prerequisite for 
theory-building (Feldman, 2004). A theory contains elements or constructs, 
relationships between them, explanations for these relationships, and a boundary 
for where the relationships are applicable (Weber, 2003; Whetten, 1989). A 
theoretical contribution can imply adding new elements or relationships, to provide 
new or improved explanations to why these relationships occur andlor to widen or 
narrow the boundaries in which the theory is applicable (Whetten, 1989). 
As accounted for in earlier chapters; this study builds on previous research on 
portfolio entrepreneurship, including habitual entrepreneurs, multiple business 
owners, entrepreneurial experience and pluriactivity. However, as previous 
research has mainly been exploratory and empirically founded (Rosa, 1998; 
Ucbasaran et al., 2006), it gives limited guidance the theoretical foundation for 
studying portfolio entrepreneurship as a phenomenon. In line with 
recommendations from, amongst others, Davidsson et al. (2001), this research 
makes use of theory development within the entrepreneurship field as well as 
within related fields. As little development has been done related to theory on 
portfolio entrepreneurship or related concepts, the basis for building a strong 
theoretical model and test it is not present. The approach has instead been to 
illuminate different aspects of portfolio entrepreneurship utilizing alternative 
theoretical insights. As one theory provides only a limited view of the phenomenon 
(Weber, 2003), it has been fruitful to build upon varying theoretical perspectives 
depending on the specific research question explored. The research has mainly 
been guided by the opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship and the resource- 
based view of the firm, but has also built on insights from other perspectives (e.g. 
Weick's theory of organizing, the rural sociology view of pluriactivity). The 
illumination of portfolio entrepreneurship from various theoretical perspectives 
may represent a contribution of this thesis. 
Further, the thesis may also have some contributions to the broad theories utilized 
which go beyond the phenomenon of portfolio entrepreneurship. It may contribute 
to the resource-based view of the firm by focusing on the construction of the initial 
resource-base of a firm, and by highlighting that resources may apply dysfunctional 
as well as functional to the development of competitive advantage. So far, these 
aspects have received limited attention in the resource-based view (Brush et al., 
2001; Mosakowski, 2002). Another possible contribution to the resource-based 
view is the focus on resources which are transferred between interconnected firms 
(Lavie, 2006). Moreover, the results from this thesis may contribute to the 
opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship by examining the role of prior 
experience-based knowledge and controlled resources to the process of opportunity 
identification and exploitation. Finally, the integration of the opportunity-based 
view of entrepreneurship and the resource-based view of the firm in the study of a 
specific type of entrepreneurs may represent a contribution. 
Farmers starting additional business activities have been examined from an 
entrepreneurship perspective. In previous research in the entrepreneurship field, the 
farm sector is most often excluded from the analysis due to a proposed lack of 
relevance to entrepreneurship (Carter, 1996; Carter & Rosa, 1998). The results 
from this study indicate that the theoretical framework has been applicable to this 
setting, and that empirical studies in the farm sector can give theoretical 
contributions to the entrepreneurship field. Moreover, this study may contribute to 
the rural sociology view of pluriactivity by bringing in the identification of 
business opportunities as an important element to understand farmers' engagement 
in additional business activities. 
5.1.3 Methodological contributions 
In section 1.3, previous research on experienced entrepreneurs was reviewed to 
identify gaps in the knowledge-base on portfolio entrepreneurship. This review 
revealed that previous studies to a large extent were quantitative, cross-sectional 
studies using descriptive statistics or bivariate analysis to explore the issues 
highlighted (see table 1.3). There seemed to be a lack of qualitative, in-depth 
studies and longitudinal studies as well as more advanced statistical analysis of 
quantitative data. Several scholars have called for a variety methodologies to 
explore entrepreneurial themes and aspects (Davidsson et al., 2001; Hofer & 
Bygrave, 1992; Ucbasaran et al., 2001; Westhead & Wright, 2000). The main 
methodological contribution of this thesis is the adopted triangulation approach, 
including the combination of qualitative and quantitative, as well as cross-sectional 
and longitudinal empirical studies. This multiple-method approach has allowed for 
a broad investigation of the phenomenon of portfolio entrepreneurship. A 
qualitative method was adopted to look for complex patterns of interrelationships 
between many aspects concurrently (e.g. the mutual relationship of start-up 
motivation and the characteristics of the originating farm business, the new 
business and the household strategies), while quantitative approaches were used to 
seek to isolate direct relationships between a limited set of variables for possible 
generalization (e.g. the relationship between resource transfer and performance of 
the new business). 
An additional contribution relates to the use of rigorous methods related to 
quantitative empirical data (Chandler & Lyon, 2001). First, multi-item measures 
are used to represent several of the constructs included. Second, when analysing 
quantitative data multivariate techniques are adopted where applicable to explore 
the research questions. In this way, the possibility that one dependent variable 
might be influenced by several independent variables is accounted for. 
There has been a reviving discussion of the 'appropriate' unit of analysis in 
entrepreneurship research, particularly but not exclusively related to studies of 
serial and portfolio entrepreneurs (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Carter & Ram, 2003; 
Gartner, 1989; Gartner & Shane, 1995; Scott & Rosa, 1996; Westhead & Wright, 
1998~) .  The selection of unit of analysis is closely tied to the choice of research 
questions. A possible contribution from this thesis is the inclusion of different units 
of analysis depending on the particular research questions explored, including the 
household, the opportunity and the new venture (see. table 1.2). 
The definition of portfolio entrepreneurs as current entrepreneurs starting new 
business activities through the identification and exploitation of business 
opportunities may also constitute a possible contribution from this thesis. By 
focusing on business activities rather than formal entities, the study has sought to 
examine the entrepreneurial process related to a business opportunity, regardless of 
the mode of exploitation chosen. Similarly, additional formal entities based on the 
same opportunity, by splitting an existing business activity, have been excluded. 
This distinction is made most clearly in the studies related to the farm context. 
Several scholars have recommended a stronger focus on the contexts for 
entrepreneurial activities (Carter & Ram, 2003; Low & MacMillan, 1988). It has 
been argued that there is a need for more industry specific studies to build relevant 
knowledge for practitioners and policy makers (Borch, 2004). This thesis includes 
investigations related to a multi-industry context as well as to a farm context. The 
multi-industry studies provide results which may be applicable to different types of 
businesses, and hence more 'general'. On the other hand, single industry studies 
may take more consideration to industry specific factors. Further, by holding the 
industry context stable, the relationships examined may appear more clearly, as 
they will not be blurred by industry differences. 
5.2 Discussion of key findings 
The previous section has highlighted possible practical, theoretical as well as 
methodological contributions related to this thesis. In this section, a more detailed 
review of key empirical findings is provided. An overview of the key findings from 
each of the six studies is presented in Table 5.1. The findings are discussed in 
relation to each of the three broad research questions presented in section 1.1.2. In 
accordance with Table 1.2, the findings from article 1 and 2 are related to the first 
broad research question on differences in behaviours and performance of portfolio, 
serial and novice entrepreneurs. Further, the findings from article 3 and 4 are 
related to the second broad research question on factors associated with the 
propensity to become a portfolio entrepreneur. Finally, the findings from article 5 
and 6 are discussed in relation to the third broad research question on the role of 
prior knowledge and resource transfer. 
5.2.1 Differences in behaviours and performance of portfolio, 
serial and novice entrepreneurs 
Results from this thesis indicate that there are differences between novice serial 
and portfolio entrepreneurs related to their behaviours in the process of starting 
new business activities. In the study of nascent entrepreneurs (article l), portfolio 
entrepreneurs were found to undertake a higher number of start-up activities as 
compared to novice entrepreneurs. In particular, they were more active in actions 
related to financing the new firm and interaction with the external environment, 
while there were no differences related to business planning activities. The higher 
level of activity of portfolio entrepreneurs seems largely to be associated with 
acquisition of resources such as funding, start-up team and employees. Moreover, 
portfolio entrepreneurs were found to use the time needed to complete the process, 
postponing costly activities until late in the process. At this point, the uncertainty 
related to the viability of the business idea may be reduced. These findings support 
the argument of other scholars that individuals with entrepreneurial experience 
have had the opportunity to develop knowledge about the 'logic' behind 
entrepreneurial processes (MacMillan, 1986; Politis, 2005), which can be 
interpreted as the organizing of internal and external resources and networking 
(Johannisson, 2000). 
Table 5.1 Overview of key findings from the six scientific articles 
# ARTICLE TILE SPECIFIC RESEARCH QUESTIONS KEY FINDINGS 
1 The business gestation 
process of novice, 
serial and parallel 
business founders 
2 New business early 
performance: novice, 
serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs 
How do the business gestation processes 
reported by novice, serial and parallel business 
founders differ with regard to a) the start-up 
activities they carry out during the process, b) 
the number of such start-up activities cited, c) 
the timing of start-up activities, and d) the 
sequence of the start-up activities? 
Do serial and parallel founders have a higher 
probability of actually starting new businesses 
than novice founders? 
Do novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs 
differ when it comes to their ability to identify 
opportunities and acquire resources when 
starting a new business? 
Do such differences lead to different 
performance in new businesses started by 
novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs? 
Portfolio nascent entrepreneurs carry out more activities in their business start- 
up process than other nascent entrepreneurs. They do more often organize a 
start-up team, invest their own money in the venture, initiate sales promotion, 
and hire employees. Portfolio entrepreneurs seem to take one step at a time and 
they wait until the last part of the process before they undertake costly activities. 
Portfolio nascent entrepreneurs were more likely to succeed in starting a 
business, and equally less likely to give up their start up efforts than both novice 
and serial nascent entrepreneurs. Serial nascent entrepreneurs were more likely 
to give up their start-up efforts than both novice and portfolio nascent 
entrepreneurs. 
Novice entrepreneurs were less likely to have organized a start-up team, 
identiiled fewer opportunities, and raised less ilnancial capital than serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs. Portfolio entrepreneurs identified more business 
opportunities than serial entrepreneurs. Serial and portfolio entrepreneurs 
achieved larger businesses in terms of sales turnover and employment than 
novice entrepreneurs. Access to resources mediated the relationship between 
experience and performance and explained the higher growth of business owned 
bv serial and nortfolio entrenreneurs. 
3 Farm-based What are the motivations of farmers starting Heterogeneity among farm-based entrepreneurs. Three types of farm-based 
entrepreneurs: new business activities, and how are differences entrepreneurs were identified based on their main motivation for starting 
What triggers the start- in motivation related to the characteristics of the additional business activities: The pluriactive farmer, the resource exploiting 
up of new business new business venture? entrepreneur and the portfolio entrepreneur. The three types differed in terms of 
activities? how the process of identifying and exploiting new business opportunities is 
carried through and the outcomes of this orocess. 
# ARTICLE TILE SPECIFIC RESEARCH QUESTIONS KEY FINDINGS 
4 Farmers as portfolio Is the likelihood of farmers to consider, prepare Intention and preparation of starting new business activities are more likely 
entrepreneurs: and establish new business activities in addition among farmers which are younger, well educated and who currently are 
necessity pull or to their farms associated with a) the institutional portfolio entrepreneurs, who perceive they have entrepreneurial abilities and see 
opportunity push? environments for farming, b) the institutional new business activities arising from farm-based experiences. Actual business 
environments for new business start-ups, and c) start-ups are found to be associated with younger farmers who strongly believe 
farmers' entrepreneurial abilities andlor their in their entrepreneurial abilities and who also believe they are relatively 
access to business opportunities? attractive in the labour market. In total, the findings emphasize opportunity pull 
rather than necessity push as the dominant mechanism for portfolio 
entrepreneurship in the farm sector. 
Opportunities and Can the four suggested types Four types of opportunity identification processes were identiiled based on two 
~ r i o r  knowledge. A generation processes be identified empirically? dimensions: active search or passive serendipity, and objective discovery or 
study experienced What characterizes and differentiates them? subjective creation. 
entrepreneurs 
what way is prior knowledge and experience Differences between the types of processes were found with relation to the 
of the entrepreneur related to the four types of source of opportunity, the use of prior knowledge, the extent of innovation, the 
processes? markets approached and the growth potential of identified opportunities. 
6 Multiple business To what extent are different types of resources 
ownership in transferred from the farm business into the new There is a substantial transfer of resources into the new venture, particularly 
Norwegian farm venture? apparent when the activities of the new business venture are closely related to 
sector: To what extent does the resource richness of the the farm business, and when the farm is relatively resource rich. There was a 
transfer and farm influence the resources that are considerable transfer of knowledge-based and physical resources, while the 
performance transferred? transfer of organizational resources is less comprehensive. Positive and negative 
consequences results from resource transfer on new venture profitability. While the transfer of 
Which transferred resources, if any, are physical resources enhanced new venture profitability, the transfer of 
associated with enhanced performance in the knowledge and organizational resources appeared to reduce it. 
new venture? 
Moreover, the evidence related to the timing of activities in the start-up process 
support McGrath's option approach to entrepreneurship. While prior start-up 
experience may enable nascent entrepreneurs to quickly initiate new venture 
operations, as suggested by Starr and Bygrave (1992), evidence presented here 
show that experienced entrepreneurs in general, and portfolio entrepreneurs in 
particular, do not move through the business start-up process quicker than novice 
entrepreneurs. Rather, the findings suggest that portfolio entrepreneurs have 
advantages over other entrepreneurs since they can afford to 'wait and see'. 
Moreover, portfolio entrepreneurs seem to be better equipped to take advantage of 
the time they spend waiting before they establish a new business. The findings 
further suggest that portfolio entrepreneurs have identified superior business 
opportunities, possibly because they have access to a high number of latent 
opportunities (Ronstadt, 1988) or 'shadow options' (McGrath, 1996), and are better 
able than novice and serial entrepreneurs to turn these options into real options and 
viable opportunities. 
While the study of nascent entrepreneurs showed that portfolio entrepreneurs 
where more active related to the acquisition of resources, the study of newly 
registered firms (article 2) revealed that those portfolio and serial entrepreneurs 
who managed to establish a firm had a resource advantage. Serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs had acquired more resources than novice entrepreneurs at the time of 
business registration, including start-up team, business opportunities and financial 
capital. Portfolio entrepreneurs also reported to have identified more opportunities 
than serial entrepreneurs. This resource advantage may be related to a higher level 
of activity related to resource acquisition (cf. above) or to the possibility of 
experienced entrepreneurs to transfer resources from previous or current businesses 
(Brush et al., 2001; Carter, 1999; Scott & Rosa, 1997). Moreover, business 
ownership experience may be associated with broader network and increased 
legitimacy among external resource providers. Consequently, initial human capital 
resources can facilitate further resource acquisition (Lijwegren, 2006; Westhead & 
Wright, 199%). 
Previous studies have suggested, but often failed to prove, that experienced 
entrepreneurs perform better than novice entrepreneurs in their new businesses 
(Carter & Ram, 2003). This is one of very few studies that actually are able to 
show firm performance differences between experienced and inexperienced 
entrepreneurs. Performance differences were identified in both the studies 
comparing behaviours and performances of portfolio, serial and nascent 
entrepreneurs (article 1 and 2). Making the important distinction between portfolio 
and serial nascent entrepreneurs, the evidence suggests that current business 
owners are better able to complete a business start-up process than previous 
business owners. Thus, it can be interfered that their seemingly more active 
behaviour related to resource acquisition pays off. Acknowledging the need for 
controlling for the nature of the business idea, the study of newly registered firms 
found that portfolio and serial entrepreneurs reported significantly higher levels of 
sales turnover and employment 19 months after business registration compared to 
novice entrepreneurs. Taken together, these findings indicate that there are 
important differences between serial and portfolio entrepreneurs related to the start- 
up process, but that those nascent serial entrepreneurs who manage to establish a 
new business, are able to achieve equal levels of firm performance to portfolio 
entrepreneurs. However, both types of experienced entrepreneurs seem to perform 
better than novice entrepreneurs. 
Moreover, the study begins to reveal what constitutes the advantages of 
experienced entrepreneurs. Particularly, these entrepreneurs seem to be better at 
getting access to resources which again help them build businesses with superior 
performance. These findings have implications to our understanding of the value of 
experience and other resources accumulated by serial and portfolio entrepreneurs, 
both related to the value of specific human capital to entrepreneurship (Ucbasaran 
et al., 2006) and to the importance of the initial resource base of new ventures 
(Brush et al., 2001; Hayton & Zahra, 2005). Consequently, the findings support the 
resource-based view of the firm (Barney, 1991; Wernerfelt, 1984) suggesting that 
resource advantages are related to firm performance. Further, they support the 
resource dependency perspective (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) suggesting that 
entrepreneurs will be successful when they obtain access to and utilize necessary 
resources. Moreover, they give support to human capital theory as adopted within 
entrepreneurship research (Foss, 1994; Ucbasaran et al., 2006) suggesting that the 
specific human capital of the entrepreneur is associated with increased ability to 
successfully accomplish an entrepreneurial process. 
5.2.2 Factors associated with the propensity to become a 
portfolio entrepreneur? 
By investigating farmers and their entrepreneurial activities, this thesis examined 
factors associated with the propensity to start an additional business activity and, 
hence, become a portfolio entrepreneur. Results from the quantitative study among 
farmers (article 4) indicate that additional business activities are more likely to be 
pulled from perceived opportunities and entrepreneurial abilities, than to be pushed 
from perceived constraints related to the current farm business (article 4). Farmers 
who identified new business opportunities were more likely to start an 
entrepreneurial process by considering and preparing a new business activity. 
Moreover, farmers who perceived their own entrepreneurial abilities to be strong 
were more likely both to intend to start an additional business activity, to prepare a 
new business start-up and to actually establish a new business activity. Further, 
farmers who currently were portfolio entrepreneurs (i.e. owned additional business 
activities) were also more likely to consider and prepare for the start-up of another 
new business activity. This indicates that additional business start-ups are strongly 
associated with a feeling of opportunity and ability to carry it through. The study 
gave no support to the hypotheses that additional business start-ups were a result of 
constraints related to the farming activities or difficulties in obtaining waged jobs. 
Moreover, neither favourable framework conditions for business start-ups nor 
strong social support did seem to increase the likelihood to consider, prepare or 
establish additional business activities. 
These results give important insights the rural sociology perspective which 
traditionally has put more focus on recession within the agriculture industry as an 
explanation for additional farm businesses. Starting additional business activities 
has been seen as a survival strategy for households facing reduced incomes from 
farming (Damianos & Skuras, 1996; Ilbery, 1991) and lack of employment 
opportunities (Eikeland & Lie, 1999). On the contrary, findings from farmers in 
Norway indicate that additional business activities are more likely to be pulled 
from business opportunities and entrepreneurial abilities. In fact, farmers who 
perceived off-farm employment opportunities to be good were more likely to 
engage in new business start-ups. There might be a case for studies of pluriactivity 
in the farm sector to put more focus on business opportunities and entrepreneurial 
abilities as pull factors for enterprise development. 
The findings should also be interesting to entrepreneurship scholars. The farm 
context has often been excluded from entrepreneurship studies due to arguments 
related to the specific characteristics of this sector. However, the findings from this 
study suggest that factors associated with entrepreneurial activities in the farm 
sector are similar to those in other sectors. There does not seem to be reasons not to 
study entrepreneurship this sector. Farmers can be viewed as primarily business 
owner managers who respond to market opportunities (Carter, 1996). 
In line with findings from studies in other industries (Rotefoss, 2001), it can be 
inferred from this study that factors related to individuals and household are 
stronger associated with additional business start-ups than factors related to the 
external environment. Further, the findings indicate that pull factors are more 
important than push factors to the entering into portfolio entrepreneurship among 
farmers. Nevertheless, one should acknowledge that the paths into portfolio 
entrepreneurship may vary substantially between portfolio entrepreneurs. The 
results from this thesis indicate that basic motivation may be a source of 
heterogeneity among portfolio entrepreneurs, since motivation may have 
consequences for how the additional business activities develop (article 3). 
The qualitative study of farm-based portfolio entrepreneurs (article 3) explored the 
heterogeneity among portfolio entrepreneurs. Based on their motivation for new 
business start-up, the study identified three types of farm-based entrepreneurs; 
those whose basis of motivation was farm continuance (pluriactive farmers), those 
whose basis of motivation was to make the most out of unique resources they 
controlled (resource exploiting entrepreneurs) and those whose basis of motivation 
was idea exploitation (portfolio entrepreneurs). A comparison of the three types of 
entrepreneurs revealed differences related to the source of the business idea, the 
relation to the originating farm business, as well as the characteristics of the new 
business activity. Accordingly, the study of opportunity generation processes of 
farm-based entrepreneurs (article 5) ,  indicated that the motivation of the 
entrepreneur was found to have an impact on the type of process conducted. 
Entrepreneurs pushed by the need for extra income or by the need to change their 
activities from farming to something else, were more active in their opportunity 
generation processes. These entrepreneurs were often also more objectively 
searching for opportunities than trying to create opportunities more subjectively. 
These findings give important insight to the knowledge-base on portfolio 
entrepreneurs. While multiple business ownership often is portrayed as a growth 
strategy or a diversification strategy (Iacobucci & Rosa, 2005), it may also be a 
rescue strategy for the previous business, a strategy to put spare resources into 
work, etc. (Carter & Ram, 2003). The results from this study indicate that 
differences in motivation or strategy behind the start-up of additional business 
activities, may lead to quite different developmental tracks, and differences in 
characteristics and performance of the new business started. As a consequence, 
motivation is a source of heterogeneity of portfolio entrepreneurs which has 
important implications to societal outcomes of portfolio entrepreneurship, the value 
of entrepreneurial experience and resource transfer, and the behaviours of portfolio 
entrepreneurs related to opportunity identification and exploitation. 
Moreover, these findings have relevance to research on motivational aspects of 
new business start-ups. The findings indicate that motivation varies between the 
first and subsequent ventures, which are in line with Wright, et al.'s (1997a) 
finding regarding serial entrepreneurs. While some of the motivation factors may 
be similar, portfolio entrepreneurs may take into account their whole portfolio of 
businesses when they consider additional business start-up. 
5.2.3 The role of prior knowledge and resource transfer 
The third broad research question was related to the utilization of resources 
originating from the current business in the identification and exploitation of new 
business activities of portfolio entrepreneurs. This question was examined in 
relation to the farm context. The results indicate that prior knowledge and 
resources transferred from the existing farm business to the process of starting new 
business activities were substantial. However, there were also acknowledgeable 
differences between types of business opportunities. 
Related to the process of opportunity identification, a distinction was made 
between four types of processes based on their extent of active search relative to 
more passive serendipity as well as their extent of objective discovery or subjective 
creation. The processes were categorized as opportunity discovery (passive- 
objective), opportunity search (active-objective), opportunity creation (active- 
subjective) and opportunity occurrence (passive-subjective). The opportunities 
resulting from discovery and particularly search processes were found to be more 
imitative and related to lower growth potential. Conversely, processes related to 
creation and particularly occurrence, were found to be more innovative and 
presumably have larger potential for growth if successfully exploited. The findings 
indicated that prior knowledge plays quite different roles depending on the type of 
opportunity identification process. Opportunity creation and occurrence seem to be 
related to a more extensive knowledge base of the entrepreneur than the other 
processes. Opportunity discovery seem to be based on the farm-based knowledge 
or skills, while opportunity search to some extent seem to stem from the lack of 
particular knowledge. Moreover, entrepreneurs with diverse experience from other 
areas than farming, such as prior employed work, prior business activities or 
hobbies, seem to be more able to undertake processes which include more 
subjective creation than less experienced entrepreneurs. 
Related to the process of opportunity exploitation, results from the study of farm- 
based entrepreneurs revealed that the resource transfer from the originating farm 
business to the new business venture were extensive (article 6). Some resources are 
more commonly transferred than others, particularly physical resources (premises) 
and knowledge resources related to general business operation, calculation and 
financial management, and financing. Knowledge about sales marketing was not 
very likely to be transferred, and the transfer of organizational resources was also 
less comprehensive. Furthermore, the extent of resource transfer depended on the 
compatibility between the farm and the new venture and on the resource richness 
of the originating farm business. This implies that portfolio farmers who have been 
successful in creating one well functioning and resource rich business are able to 
transfer a greater variety of resources into their new ventures, but that some 
categories of resources are transferred more than others. 
However, the effect of the resource transfer to performance of the new business 
venture was found to be ambiguous. When the new business venture is closely 
related to the farm business, in terms of horizontal or vertical expansion, resource 
transfer appears to explain a substantial share of differences in profitability of new 
ventures. Yet, resource transfer was both positively and negatively related to 
profitability. While transfer of physical resources appeared to enhance the new 
venture's profitability, the transfer of knowledge and organizational resources 
seemed to reduce it. 
Taken together, these findings indicate that what farmers learn from the operation 
of their farm business can be utilized in the process of creating new business 
activities, but the utilization of this knowledge is not necessarily related to good 
results. Farmers relying heavily on farm-based knowledge during the process of 
opportunity identification seemed to end up with new business opportunities with 
less potential than those utilizing other sources of knowledge. Moreover, portfolio 
farmers which relied too much on farm-based knowledge and organizational 
routines when converting the opportunity into a new business activity appeared to 
achieve inferior profitability compared to those who relied less on this type of 
knowledge and routines. The transfer of general physical resources, on the other 
hand, appeared to be an asset for the new business venture. 
The negative relationship between transfer of knowledge-based and organizational 
resources and performance is interesting. An explanation to this result may be that 
these types of resources are highly context specific (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). They 
may, therefore, be less relevant to the context of the new business. Isaksen (2006) 
found that early business performance in new ventures was related to the similarity 
between the new business and the entrepreneurs prior jobs and or/ businesses in 
terms of products/services, customers, suppliers, competitors and technology. It 
may seem that experience from farm businesses to a lesser extent provide this 
similarity. For instance, due to the distinctive organization of the Norwegian farm 
sector, most farmers have little experience from dealing with market opportunities. 
A long tradition of large scale cooperatives with the obligation to buy total 
production to fixed prices has resulted in farmers having limited knowledge on 
marketing, sales, pricing and distribution. Thus, these types of knowledge 
resources are rarely transferred. If it is transferred, it is negatively associated with 
new venture profitability. 
These findings support the argument of Starr and Bygrave (1992) that there are 
both assets and liabilities related to resource transfer between businesses of 
portfolio entrepreneurs. When transfer of knowledge resources relates negatively to 
profitability, this can be explained by 'liability of staleness' (Starr & Bygrave, 
1992), overconfidence (Westhead et al., 2004a) or reduced experimentation 
(Mosakowski, 2002). Extensive transfer of not relevant knowledge resources may 
indicate that these farmers think they know what is needed and therefore do not act 
to gain new, more relevant, knowledge. Similar arguments can be put forward 
related to the negative influence of the transfer of organizational resources, 
including network contacts, suppliers and distribution channels. The value of 
resources differs depending on the type of business, business strategy and the 
environment (Chandler & Hanks, 1994). In some situations they may represent 
valuable assets, while in other situations they represent costly liabilities. 
Moreover, evidence from this study may contribute to the resource based view of 
the firm. It has been shown empirically that resources may be beneficial or 
disadvantageous to the firm. Therefore, drawing from a larger resource-base is not 
necessarily a competitive advantage. There may be costs associated with resource 
endowments, such as core rigidities, reduced experimentation, reduced incentive 
intensity and increased strategic transparency (Mosakowski, 2002). The resource 
based view of the firm needs to incorporate potential costs associated with 
dysfunctional resources as well as benefits related to well-functional resource 
endowments. Which resources are functional and which are dysfunctional will 
probably depend on the context. As a consequence, firms should consider which 
resources to disband in addition to the focus on resource acquisition. 
5.3 Limitations 
The results from the empirical studies, as discussed above, are certainly influenced 
by the research design and methodological choices made throughout the research 
process. Efforts were made to address problems associated with previous studies. 
Still, the research presented in this thesis is inevitably associated with limitations. 
The main limitations are discussed in this section. First, possible limitations related 
to the research design and methods chosen are considered. Thereafter, some 
reflections are made regarding the limitations associated with the generalization of 
the results. 
5.3.1 Possible limitations related to research design and 
method 
There is no such thing as a perfect method. Most methodological choices are 
associated with advantages and disadvantages, which the researcher has to consider 
in order to make the best choice given the research questions addressed and the 
resource limits faced. However, there are still possible limitations associated with 
the design and methods chosen. Five issues will be discussed here: 1) Limited 
triangulation related to the same specific research question, 2) unit of analysis 
related to examination of performance, 3) possible survival bias, 4) short time span 
for longitudinal studies, and 5 )  lack of longitudinal data for farm context studies. 
First, a triangulation approach has been applied. The main reason for this decision 
has been that the different research questions were best explored using different 
methods, and that in a multi-method approach some of the weaknesses of one 
method approach could, to some extent, be compensated by the strength of other 
methods applied to the same issue. However, while they all are part of the same 
triangulated research, none of the six scientific articles combine two or more 
methods. Each specific research question has only to a limited extent been 
examined in relation to more than one method.30. An alternative approach would be 
to use both quantitative and qualitative data to examine each of the research 
questions. 
30 The following examples illustrate that some issues have been examined from both qualitative and 
quantitative methods: The finding from the qualitative article 3 that additional business activities 
motivated by the wish to exploit an opportunity, were associated with larger, better performing 
business activities, were conilrmed by the quantitative article 6 finding that opportunity based 
motivation was associated with higher new venture profitability. Moreover, the extensive resource 
transfer reported in the quantitative article 6, were also found in qualitative articles 3 and S. 
Second, with regard to studies of performance (articles 1, 2 and 6) only the 
performance related to the most recent business of portfolio entrepreneurs were 
examined. While it has been argued that performance at the level of the new 
business activity is relevant, performance at the individual level, including all 
businesses of portfolio entrepreneurs, would also be of great interest (Scott & Rosa, 
1996; Westhead & Wright, 1998~) .  Performance of the latest venture of portfolio 
entrepreneurs may not give the true picture of their contribution to value creation, 
as they still create value through their previous businesses. 
Third, another potential limit to the studies of performance is related to the 
possibility of survival bias. In the study related to article 2, businesses reporting not 
longer to be in operation were excluded from the sample. Also in article 6, only 
currently active additional business activities were considered. The decision to exit 
a business may very likely be related to its performance (Ucbasaran et al., 2001), 
resulting in a bias towards better performing businesses included in the samples. 
The findings related to these studies can therefore only be generalized to surviving 
business activities, still owned by the same owner. In article 1 and 5,  however, this 
bias does not occur, as all start-up initiatives (article 1) and opportunities (article 5 )  
reported, are included in the analyses. 
Fourth, a possible limitation relates to the relatively short time frame of analyses of 
both the longitudinal studies. In the study of nascent entrepreneurs there were a 
time-lag of 12 months from the first to the second point of measurement (article l), 
while the time-lag were approximately 19 months in the study of newly registered 
firms (article 2). The performance differences found with relation to the start-up 
process (nascent portfolio entrepreneurs were more likely to actually establish a 
business) and to early growth (the firms of serial and portfolio entrepreneurs grew 
larger) may be influenced by the time span chosen. A longer time-span could have 
revealed whether the relatively high number of nascent serial and novice business 
founders reporting that they were still trying to set up a business finally would 
manage to do so, reducing the difference between portfolio and other types of 
entrepreneurs. Further, longer time span in the study of newly registered fisms 
could have explored whether novice entrepreneurs were able to 'fill the gap' when 
they get more experienced after having worked longer with their first venture. 
Fifth, the cross-sectional design of the studies related to the farm context may 
constitute a limitation. In a cross-sectional study, the direction of the hypotheses is 
theoretically derived and cannot be empirically falsified. The question of causality 
could therefore not be tested. In the qualitative studies, this limitation has sought to 
be reduced by including questions related to the historically development of the 
opportunity, business activity, etc. However, this is not a perfect solution to the 
time frame problem, as these data may be biased by post-rationalisation. 
5.3.2 Possible limitations related to the generalisability of 
findings 
Generalisability refers to the characteristics of research findings that allow them to 
be applied to other situations and other populations (Remenyi et al., 1998). No 
research result in findings which per se are generalisable to the real world as all 
research is based on a limited set of variables. In particular, studies have to be 
replicated by other researchers, in other populations, situations and under different 
conditions. In practice, generalisation therefore is often limited to identical 
situations and settings (Sekaran, 1992). However, for a study to be a valuable 
contribution to a body of knowledge issues related to generalisability should be 
covered (Remenyi et al., 1998). This section discusses three issues related to 
generalisability: 1) Representativeness of the quantitative studies, 2) analytical 
generalisation related to the qualitative studies, and 3) the influence of the 
empirical  ont text.^' 
First, generalisability of the quantitative studies is closely related to the 
representativeness of the samples from which the data is gathered (Aldrich & 
Baker, 1997). In all the three quantitative data sets, a random sample was drawn 
from a population in order to get a sampling frame which was as representative as 
possible. Although the response rates compared favourably to similar studies 
(Ucbasaran et al., 2006; Westhead et al., 2005; Westhead & Wright, 1998c), there 
were still a relatively high number of non-respondents." This may constitute a 
potential limitation to this thesis. Response bias tests were conducted related to 
3 1 Cf. also the discussion on external validity in section 3.3.1. 
" As accounted for in chapter 4, the response rates generally were between 25 % and 35 5%. 
each of the studies, indication no serious response bias (cf. chapter 4 for detailed 
information). However, as such tests always are limited by the availability of data 
related to non-respondents, absolute representativeness cannot be fully asserted. 
Secondly, the qualitative studies are in-depth studies of a relatively small sample of 
informants. These studies were aimed at analytical rather than statistical 
generalization. The goal is to expand theories, not to assess frequencies (Yin, 
2003). Although the multiple case design is associated with some extent of 
robustness, there cannot be drawn any conclusions in a statistical sense due to the 
small sample sizes. However, it is possible to generalize the empirical findings to 
broader theory. Nevertheless, the generated concepts and found relationships need 
further empirical examination to assert their potential generalisability to a wider 
population. 
Thirdly, the studies are undertaken in specific contexts. The influence on context is 
also important to generalisability. First, all studies are undertaken in the national 
context of Norway. National context differences related to political systems, 
culture, entrepreneurship climate, industry structure and economic situation may 
influence on individuals' perceived abilities to identify and exploit business 
opportunities, the stimuli and hindrances they face as well as expected outcomes of 
entrepreneurial activities. The generalisability of findings to other countries 
therefore needs to be carefully considered. Moreover, four of the articles relate to 
one specific industry context: agriculture. The findings from these studies may only 
be generalised to the Norwegian farm context. However, they may contribute to 
research related to other industries as suggestions or propositions of relationships 
that might be found. Nevertheless, further empirical analysis in other industries and 
other national contexts are needed to verify the findings from this study 
5.4 Implications for policy makers and practitioners 
Despite the limitations accounted for in the previous section, the results from this 
composite thesis have several implications for practitioners and policymakers. In 
section 1.2 linkages was made to the general industry and entrepreneurship policy 
debate, as well as to the more specific debate related to the promotion of 
entrepreneurial activities in the farm sector. In this section practical implications 
will be discussed in relation to both these two debates. Finally, some implications 
for farmers and business owners in other industries are discussed. 
5.4.1 Implications for general industry and entrepreneurship 
policies 
Policymakers and practitioners aiming at promoting the development of a 
competitive Norwegian economy by pursuing entrepreneurship and new business 
start-ups, should acknowledge the fact that a substantial proportion of new business 
formations are made by experienced entrepreneurs, many of them still owning and 
operating their previous business(es). These entrepreneurs utilize their experience 
and resources of previous and current businesses in the process of creating new 
business activities. Consequently, if one wishes to promote new business start-ups, 
current business owner-managers should be an important target group. Current 
entrepreneurs have stronger intentions towards new entrepreneurial activities as 
well as a higher propensity to actually start new firms as compared to non- 
entrepreneurs. 
Moreover, results from this study indicate that portfolio entrepreneurs are more 
successful than inexperienced, novice entrepreneurs, at least on a short time basis. 
First, they seem to undertake a somewhat different business start-up process than 
novice and serial entrepreneurs and have a higher propensity to actually start a 
business if they try to do so. Second, portfolio and serial entrepreneurs appear to 
acquire more resources for the new business venture than novice entrepreneurs, 
resulting in larger growth of the new business during the early phase after start-up. 
This suggests that there may be larger contributions to the economy from 
entrepreneurial initiatives initiated by current business owners, since they are more 
likely to result in viable new businesses. Previous studies have indicated that 
entrepreneurs with existing businesses is a greater source of growth-oriented new 
businesses than novice entrepreneurs (Rosa & Scott, 1999a; Westhead & Wright, 
1999). Consequently, entrepreneurial initiatives of existing business owners should 
be of particular interest to policymakers and practitioners. This raises a question if 
policy makers and business development agents should consider targeting scarce 
resources to portfolio entrepreneurs to gain higher levels of wealth creation and job 
generation in a local community. For local development agents, promoting current 
business owners to initiate further entrepreneurial activities can be a fruitful 
strategy. Today, most government support programs are directed at businesses 
rather than individuals. The focus is particularly put on the business idea. This 
study suggests that policy makers should appreciate that a small subgroup of 
experienced portfolio entrepreneurs makes significant contributions to tax revenues 
and job generation. When designing support programmes, one should consider how 
to target these individuals who can put the entire chain of wealth-creation in place. 
On the other hand, the disadvantage of novice entrepreneurs when it comes to 
resource acquisition should be recognised by policy makers as well as practitioners. 
Support directed towards giving these entrepreneurs access to the necessary 
resources, particularly financial resources, may help novice entrepreneurs to 
increase the performance of their firms to the level of their experienced colleagues. 
The results from this study give no evidence that novice entrepreneurs utilize the 
accumulated resources in an inferior way. They seem to achieve similar business 
growth in the early phases if they are able to acquire the same amount of resources 
and are able to actually start a business. 
The differences between novice, portfolio and serial entrepreneurs suggest that 
there might be a need for diversified schemes measures to support 
entrepreneurship. Novice entrepreneurs seem to face a resource barrier as 
compared to more experienced entrepreneurs. Serial entrepreneurs seem to be less 
able to utilize their experience in the process of starting a new business. They seem 
to "bum off' their resources in an early phase and therefore often do not make it to 
the implementation of the business idea. Those serial entrepreneurs who succeed in 
starting a new business seem to achieve early performance in their businesses 
comparable to portfolio entrepreneurs. Thus, their main barriers seem to be related 
to get the business up and running. Portfolio entrepreneurs, on the other hand, seem 
to utilize their experience and resource access to undertake more effective start-up 
processes, but may meet barriers related to lack of own time and locked-up 
resources. There may be a case for targeting different support schemes towards 
novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs based upon their specific barriers to 
successful entrepreneurial activities. 
This research suggests that experience from multiple business start-ups and 
portfolio business ownership is valuable to the process of new business star-up. 
Consultants and advisors helping business founders very often have no experience 
in business founding or ownership. The findings from this thesis suggest that 
portfolio entrepreneurs may be valuable mentors to other entrepreneurs. Advisors 
may benefit from making use of their knowledge. Skills and abilities of portfolio 
entrepreneurs may also be valuable for banks, business angels and venture 
capitalist with regard to their decisions to invest resources in entrepreneurs or new 
businesses. Moreover, there may also be a case for targeting portfolio 
entrepreneurs to activate slack capital in existing businesses. When current 
business owners start new business activities, they seem to transfer a substantial 
amount of resources to the new venture. There might be spare resources in many 
existing firms. Through the engagement of the entrepreneur in new business start- 
ups, these resources can be put into productive work. 
However, practitioners as well as policy makers should acknowledge that the 
experience based knowledge and resources of portfolio entrepreneurs may be 
highly context dependent. Thus, their knowledge and resources may not necessarily 
be applicable to new business ventures in different contexts. Evidence from the 
study of portfolio entrepreneurs in the farm sector indicates that transfer of 
resources from the originating business to the new venture may enhance or hamper 
the profitability of the new venture. In the farm context, the transfer of 
organizational and knowledge resources appeared to be dysfunctional to the new 
business activity, while the transfer of physical resources seemed to advance new 
business viability. Although these findings cannot be generalized to other business 
sectors, there is still reason to suspect that there might be assets as well as liabilities 
of resource transfer also related to other sectors (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). As a 
result, one should evaluate the competences of portfolio entrepreneurs before 
making use of them as mentors or advisers in relation to nascent entrepreneurs. 
Financiers should also evaluate the applicability of resources transferred from 
previous businesses when funding new ventures of portfolio entrepreneurs. 
Finally, portfolio entrepreneurs do not constitute a heterogeneous group. Evidence 
from the farm sector indicates that the different motivations for portfolio 
entrepreneurship play a role for the development of the portfolio of businesses 
among farmers. One can differ between types of portfolio farmers based on their 
motivation. Some types seem to contribute more to wealth-creation than others. 
While this evidence cannot as be generalized beyond the farm context, other 
studies indicate that motivations for portfolio entrepreneurship can be diverse also 
in other sectors (Carter & Ram, 2003; Iacobucci, 2002; Rosa & Scott, 1999a). 
Policymakers and practitioners should acknowledge the potential heterogeneity 
among portfolio entrepreneurs. When targeting current business owners to 
stimulate new entrepreneurial activities, there may be a case for carefully selecting 
the portfolio entrepreneurs who are have an interest in pursuing new opportunities 
new opportunities rather than those motivated by saving the original firm. 
5.4.2 Implication for agricultural policies 
The last decade, the pursuit of farm-based entrepreneurship has been an important 
aspect of Norwegian as well as European agricultural policies as an instrument to 
increase the value creation from the agriculture production. Entrepreneurship is 
seen as a possible solution for farmers experiencing the restructuring of the sector 
following changes in national and international policies. The findings of this thesis 
reveal that a substantial share of farmers is engaged in multiple business activities 
and thereby contributing to rural economies as well as to the restructuring of the 
agricultural sector. 
This thesis has investigated factors associated with farmers' engagement in 
entrepreneurial activities. The results suggest that policymakers and practitioners 
wanting to promote new business start-ups should focus upon increasing farmers' 
competence and abilities to carry out entrepreneurial activities, as well as at 
bringing forth business opportunities. Moreover, policy makers should notice the 
waged employment and portfolio entrepreneurship are two separate strategies for 
farmers wanting to increase their incomes. These strategies seem to be related to 
different contextual factors and also to different attitudes and abilities of the 
farmers. Policy efforts to support farm diversification should take these differences 
into account and should also focus more upon the internal resources of the 
entrepreneur and the farm. An unbalanced focus on the need for more income, may 
lead farmers into waged employment rather than entrepreneurship. 
The heterogeneity among farm-based entrepreneurs implies that differentiated 
initiatives are needed to increase entrepreneurial activities among farmers. It also 
emerges that encouraging farmers to start new business activities could contribute 
to different aims at the society level, depending on which type of entrepreneurs 
respond to policy initiatives. The results from this thesis reveals that different types 
of entrepreneurs are may contribute to solve economic as well as societal needs, 
whether it is employment, the creation of economic activity from unique resources 
or the maintenance of the cultural landscape. However, different types of 
entrepreneurs contribute to different types of societal needs. Policymakers should 
acknowledge these differences when designing support means for farm-based 
entrepreneurs, as different types of entrepreneurs may be targeted depending on the 
societal aim in focus. 
Policy makers have acknowledged that farms possess resources which can 
constitute a foundation for new business development in rural Norway (St. meld. 
nr. 19, 199912000). Land and natural resources, buildings and premises, financial 
and human capital are highlighted. The results from this research suggest that 
policymakers should take into account that these resources can be, but are not 
necessarily appropriate to the development of new ventures. While the transfer of 
general resources, such as land and premises, into new business activities can form 
a basis for competitive advantage, more specific resources appear to be too context 
dependent to be fruitfully employed in business activities outside the farm context. 
Policymakers and practitioners should stress the need for supplementing portfolio 
farmers' resource base through the acquisition of new resources. Programs 
including knowledge and network development may be important initiatives 
related to the promotion of entrepreneurial activities among farmers. In particular, 
initiatives to raise farmers' knowledge and network related to markets, customers, 
marketing and distribution channels may be relevant. 
Evidence from this research suggests that experience from farming can constitute a 
basis for the identification of new business opportunities. However, knowledge and 
experience from other areas seem to be of vital importance to the identification of 
business opportunities with potential to become more than a minor additional 
income stream to the farm business. As external knowledge seems important also 
to successfully exploit these opportunities, policymakers and practitioners should 
consider initiatives to bring external knowledge, experiences and views into the 
farm sector. Initiatives promoting cooperation between farmers and business 
owners in other sectors may be one way of achieving this. 
5.4.3 Implications for farmers and other business owners 
The results from this study also give some implication for business owners within 
and outside the farm sector. First, current business owners with intentions to start 
new business activities may benefit from retaining their previous business(es) 
while trying to establish a new venture. Ending the involvement in previous 
businesses before engaging in the process of setting up a new business (i.e. serial 
entrepreneurship), does not appear to be a good strategy. However, after the new 
business is up and running, there seem to be little difference between serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs. Owning and operating a business may give experienced 
entrepreneurs greater credibility, as well as easier access to internal as well as 
external support and resources. 
The findings from this research suggest that novice entrepreneurs should attempt to 
learn from their more experienced counterparts. Trying to get a mentor guiding 
them in the process of business start-up may prove to be a fruitful strategy. In 
particular, novice as well as serial entrepreneurs may benefit from adopting 
portfolio entrepreneurs' strategy to undertake costly activities as late in the process 
as possible when the insecurity related to the quality and feasibility of the business 
opportunity is reduced. Further, novice entrepreneurs should learn to pay more 
intention to resource acquisition in the start-up phase, as the initial resource base 
seem to be crucial to new business achievements. 
Moreover, the results suggest that portfolio entrepreneurs should consider carefully 
which of their current resources are applicable for their new business, and where 
they should renew their resource base to provide the strongest start for a new and 
profitable business. When it comes to farm business owners in particular, they 
should evaluate their knowledge resources critically, as it appears that the 
knowledge and experience they have gained as farmers is insufficient for the 
challenges a new business presents. Further, network, contacts and other types of 
organizational resources should also be assessed. Nevertheless, some resource 
transfer is of great value for the new business, significantly increasing its 
performance. The ability to transfer such resources, in particular general physical 
resources, constitutes an important competitive advantage to farmers engaging in 
new business ventures. Portfolio farmers should bear that in mind. However, they 
should also be aware that knowledge, experiences and perspectives from areas 
other than farming can benefit opportunity identification as well as successful 
opportunity exploitation. 
5.5 Implications for research and suggestions for future 
studies 
The previous section accounted for the practical implications of this thesis. This 
section will discuss the implications related to theory and future research. This 
discussion relies on the evaluation of key findings in section 5.2. Implications are 
discussed in relation to research on portfolio entrepreneurship, the opportunity- 
based view of entrepreneurship, the resource-based view of the firm, as well as to 
the rural sociology perspective of pluriactivity. 
5.5.1 Implications for research on portfolio entrepreneurship 
This thesis has combined theoretical insights from the opportunity-based view of 
entrepreneurship and the resource-based view of the firm to study the 
characteristics, behaviours and performances of portfolio entrepreneurs. The 
theoretical perspective and the empirical analyses have contributed to the 
knowledge base on portfolio entrepreneurship by collecting evidence related to the 
resource transfer between originating and new businesses of portfolio 
entrepreneurs, as well as to the role of prior knowledge and available resources to 
opportunity identification and exploitation. 
Previous research on habitual entrepreneurs in general and portfolio entrepreneurs 
in particular, has especially focused upon the learning aspects of entrepreneurial 
experience. Experienced entrepreneurs are assumed to have gained knowledge 
through learning from their prior experiences and to be able to transfer this 
knowledge into the process of starting new business activities. This research has 
reinforced this view. Based on the resource-based view of the firm, this experience- 
based knowledge has been interpreted as a resource to the new firm which 
potentially can be a source of a competitive advantage. Moreover, this view has 
been further developed to include the transfer of other types of resources, such as 
financial, physical and organizational resources. While the transfer of resources 
previously have been noted (e.g. Starr & Bygrave, 1992; Westhead et al., 2003a), 
the little empirical evidence and theoretical foundations offered to study this 
phenomenon has hitherto been scarce. By bringing in the resource-based view to 
the study of portfolio entrepreneurship, this thesis offers a theoretical foundation 
for examining the proposed performance advantages of portfolio entrepreneurs. 
This perspective may also cover the potential synergistic relationships portfolio 
entrepreneurs may develop between the ventures they own to gain competitive 
advantages for individual ventures (Rosa, 1998; Westhead et al., 2003a). The 
creation of new businesses on the basis of previous or existing businesses of 
experienced entrepreneurs can be regarded as evolutionary entrepreneurial systems 
where the relationship between the different business opportunity exploited by the 
entrepreneur and the dynamics of the entrepreneurial team(s) involved may be 
important antecedents of new business performance (Iacobucci & Rosa, 2004). The 
results presented here suggest that the resource-based view may provide a useful 
theoretical tool for future studies of portfolio entrepreneurship. 
Moreover, positive as well as negative consequences related to resource transfer 
are identified. This links into the discussion of assets and liabilities related to 
entrepreneurial experience (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). Based on insights from 
cognitive theory and human capital theory, previous research has pointed at 
learning and knowledge as the source of assets and liabilities of portfolio 
entrepreneurs (Ucbasaran et al., 2006; Ucbasaran et al., 2003a; Ucbasaran et al., 
2002; Westhead et al., 2005). The findings of this research support the argument 
that experience-based knowledge can serve as assets or liabilities to new venture 
formation. Moreover, also the transfer of financial, physical and organizational 
resources may represent assets or liabilities affecting new venture performance. 
These findings suggest that negative as well as positive influences of the transfer of 
resources from previous or current ventures may explain performance differences 
among portfolio entrepreneurs, as well as between portfolio entrepreneurs and 
other types of entrepreneurs. Future studies should investigate the assets and 
liability related to resource transfer more closely, and for other industries and 
national contexts. More efforts should be put into the factors determining the 
applicability of resources transferred, including the relevance of knowledge based 
on experience from prior ventures. Particularly, the similarity between previous 
and new businesses of portfolio entrepreneurs may play a role in explaining why 
some resource transfers represent assets while others represent liabilities. 
The transfer of prior knowledge and other resources may not only have direct 
influence on new venture performance. The results from this research revealed that 
prior knowledge and resource transfer is relevant to both opportunity identification 
and opportunity exploitation. The resources tied to the existing businesses of the 
portfolio entrepreneur may play an important role to if opportunities are identified 
or not, which opportunities that are identified, the decision to exploit an 
opportunity and the development of a business activity based on this opportunity. 
The results from this study may contribute to a further development of the 
opportunity corridor principle (Ronstadt, 1988). This principle suggest that the act 
of starting and operating one business enables entrepreneurs to see other 
opportunities which they could not see nor take advantage of until the initial 
venture was started. Through their experience with the initial venture, the 
entrepreneurs moves into a 'knowledge corridor' enabling them to see other 
opportunities (Venkataraman, 1997). The results from this study suggests that there 
is also a broader 'resource corridor'. The initial venture gives access to knowledge, 
organizational, physical and financial resources which influence the identification 
of opportunities as well as the ability and willingness to exploit them. Future 
studies should take into account this broader resource linkage between the initial 
venture and the identification and exploitation of new business opportunities. 
The guidance from the opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship allows for a 
definition of portfolio entrepreneurship which is slightly different from the one 
used previously. Previous research has defined portfolio entrepreneurs based on 
ownership stakes in more than one firm (i.e. legal entity). The opportunity-based 
view sees entrepreneurship as identification and exploitation of business 
opportunities regardless of the mode op exploitation chosen for the particular 
opportunity. This moves the focus away from establishing formal entities (firms) to 
the start up of a business activity which may be organized through a new firm or 
within an existing firm." As a consequence, behaviours and performances related 
to portfolio entrepreneurship can be studied independent of if and when a new 
formal entity is created. The question of why a particular mode of exploitation is 
chosen is an interesting one which offers future research opportunities. 
The present research reinforces the idea that the single entrepreneurial start-up or 
firm is not the most appropriate unit of analysis for truly understanding 
entrepreneurial wealth creation (Birley & Westhead, 1993; Scott & Rosa, 1996; 
Ucbasaran et al., 2006; Westhead & Wright, 1998~) .  If individual entrepreneurs are 
engaged in multiple businesses, we would learn more about how they operate if we 
looked at how they operate their whole portfolio of businesses. Using the 
entrepreneur as unit of analysis one can explore the consequence of previous 
successful as well as failed business activities to the subsequent new businesses. 
Future research should take into account not only what happened to an individual 
business, but also where this business fits into the life-cycle of individual 
entrepreneurs (Ronstadt, 1988). Future studies should also focus on the processes 
involved in establishing an additional business venture and investigate what 
happens when existing owner-managers start new businesses in addition to their 
existing one(s). This will require the use of qualitative, in-depth analysis focusing 
on the experiences of a variety of portfolio entrepreneurs in different industries and 
settings. Researchers may also take into consideration both the effects of resource 
transfer on the new venture and the potential effects of resource depletion on the 
originating farm business. To the knowledge of this author, no studies have so far 
looked at the effect on previous businesses of the entrepreneurs' engagement in 
new business activities. 
The results from this thesis also support the idea of distinguishing between serial 
and portfolio entrepreneurs as two types of experienced or habitual entrepreneurs 
(Westhead & Wright, 1998~) .  When the current business is retained while the new 
business is started, portfolio entrepreneurs have access to fresh knowledge from 
recent and ongoing experience, while serial entrepreneurs, who have exited their 
33 The business activity may also first be organized within an existing firm and separated into a new 
firm at a later point in time, for instance when it is ready to 'stand on its own feet'. Conversely, it may 
be organised through a separate firm at the beginning due to risk considerations, and be included in 
the initial firm at a later point in time when the risk is reduced. 
previous venture, must rely on previous experience possibly giving outdated 
knowledge. More important, portfolio entrepreneurs have access to a number of 
resources from existing businesses. While serial entrepreneurs can transfer 
financial resources and potentially also physical resources, from their previous 
businesses (if successfully exited), portfolio entrepreneurs can in addition transfer 
organizational resources and knowledge resources related to employees from the 
initial venture(s). In particular, immaterial resources related to image, rumour, 
organizational routines etc. may only be transferred from an operating business. 
Portfolio entrepreneurs may seek to develop synergy effects between the 
businesses in their portfolios (Rosa, 1998; Westhead & Wright, 1999). Also, the 
current businesses may serve as a 'seedbed' for new business start-ups (Carter, 
1996; Scott & Rosa, 1997). Consequently, portfolio entrepreneurship may be 
related to a larger variety of assets and liabilities compared to serial entrepreneurs. 
The results from this thesis have shed light on possible sources for differences 
between portfolio and serial entrepreneurs which have implications for future 
research into this area. 
Moreover, the results have illustrated the need for acknowledgement of the 
heterogeneity among portfolio entrepreneurs. One way of distinguishing between 
types of portfolio entrepreneurs may be based on their main motivation for 
establishing a portfolio of business activities. The findings indicate that this 
distinction is relevant to how the new venture develops, including firm 
characteristics, relation to initial business(es) as well as performance. Future 
studies should further explore the heterogeneity of portfolio entrepreneurs, 
including its sources and consequences. 
Finally, it has been noted in the review of literature (see section 1.3) that most 
studies related to portfolio entrepreneurs have lacked a theoretical base. In the 
future, more theoretically founded research within this area should be conducted. 
The resource-based view of the firm and the opportunity-based view of 
entrepreneurship have been shown to be potentially promising in relation to the 
generation of a deeper understanding of the phenomenon of portfolio 
entrepreneurs. 
5.5.2 Implications to the opportunity-based view of 
entrepreneurship 
The present research contributes to the opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship 
by focusing on opportunity identification and exploitation among current 
entrepreneurs. The results support the view that opportunity is a crucial aspect of 
the entrepreneurial process (Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001; Ardichvili et al., 2003; 
Kirzner, 1979; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Further, the results suggest that 
history matters. New opportunities arise from the present business and form the 
basis of new business activities, and consequently a portfolio of business activities 
may develop over time. The identification of new opportunities seem to be path 
dependent (Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001), relying on prior knowledge as well as 
previous and concurrent activities of the entrepreneurs. New business activities 
may be grounded upon assets developed through the history of prior and current 
entrepreneurial actions, including knowledge and capabilities developed from their 
involvement in prior and current businesses. 
Another contribution to the opportunity-based view of entrepreneurship relates to 
the specific context for which four of the six studies are empirically based. 
Entrepreneurship studies are rarely conducted within a farm context. The findings 
from the study indicates that the farmers who possess abilities to recognise and 
exploit opportunities are able to reorganize their resources into new areas when 
appropriate, utilizing their 'entrepreneurial mindset' (McGrath & MacMillan, 
2000). There seem to be no need to exclude farmers from studies in the 
entrepreneurship field of research, since farmers seem to organize their businesses 
and manage their opportunities in the same way as other business owners (Carter, 
1996). However, different industry contexts may face entrepreneurs with different 
hindrances and possibilities, as well as give access to resources of varying 
applicability. There is a need for more industry specific studies within 
entrepreneurship research in order to gain more knowledge on the impact of 
specific contexts. 
Finally, there may be potential implications related to the understanding of 
opportunity identification and exploitation as path dependent activities. While 
entrepreneurship sometimes are considered as path-breaking acts which are 
necessary for breaking path dependency and creating new paths, the results from 
this research show that entrepreneurship in itself also can be path-dependent. 
Persons who once have conducted entrepreneurial acts seem to be more likely to 
conduct further entrepreneurial acts, and by this creating an entrepreneurship path. 
Moreover, they are more likely to have the resources to discover opportunities and 
exploit these opportunities. However, to do this successfully demands that they are 
able to take some deviations from their path, that is, from their previous resources, 
experiences and learned ways of doing things. This seem to be necessary to take 
advantage of new situations on not get stuck in the path they developed on the 
basis of yesterday's situation. 
5.5.3 Implications to the resource-based view of the firm 
In addition to implications for research on portfolio entrepreneurship and the 
opportunity based view on entrepreneurship, the results from this study also give 
some implications related to the resource-based theory of the firm. Three 
implications are discussed here, related to the transfer of resources between 
interlinked firms, the importance of the initial resource base and the discussion on 
value destroying resources. 
First, the resource-based view has traditionally interpreted firms as independent 
entities (Lavie, 2006). The results from this study indicate that resources may very 
well be transferred between interlinked firms. Rather than limiting our focus to the 
resources tied to or controlled by the firm (Barney, 1991; Wernerfelt, 1984), we 
need to consider resources controlled by the entrepreneur(s). For portfolio 
entrepreneurs, this may include resources controlled by different firms tied to the 
same entrepreneur. There is a need for the development of the resource-based view 
to also include competitive advantage built on resources stemming from 
interconnections between several firms (Lavie, 2006). 
Second, the findings from this research have highlighted the importance of the 
initial resource base of the new firm. The process of building an initial resource 
base is a complex task that rarely has been addressed (Brush et al., 2001). The 
results from this study indicate that this is a crucial task which is very important for 
the subsequent performance of the new firm. Moreover, the resource-based view 
still lacks a discussion on how rare, valuable and inimitable resources are 
developed or acquired (Lichtenstein & Brush, 2001). One way to acquire resources 
seems to be transferring them from interlinked firms. The resource based view 
should acknowledge that there are human actors behind firm resources and that 
human choices affect resource acquisition, development and utilization 
(Mosakowski, 2002; Penrose, 1959) 
Third, the results from this thesis indicate that resources can represent advantages 
as well as disadvantages to the firm. Previously, the resource-based view has given 
limited attention to the possibility of value destroying resources (Mosakowski, 
2002). Ucbasaran, et al. (2003a) noted that knowledge is not only an advantageous 
resource. Knowledge may also constrain. This study supports this argument, 
showing that the utilization of prior knowledge can limit the opportunity 
identification and represent a competitive disadvantage to the new business 
activity. Moreover, the results suggest that this also may be the case related to other 
types of resources. If the resources are not applicable to the challenges of the firm, 
them may destroy in stead of enhance the competitive advantage and result in 
poorer performance. 
5.5.4 Implications for research on pluriactivity 
This study shows that an entrepreneurship perspective may bring new and possibly 
fruitful, angles into the study of business pluriactivity in the farm sector, 
emphasizing the importance of business opportunities and entrepreneurial abilities. 
By focusing not primarily on conditions for farming and characteristics with the 
farm and the farm household, but also emphasizing the entrepreneurial mindset; the 
ability to see and utilize new business opportunities, new knowledge can be created 
about why and how conventional farms are developed into pluriactive 
entrepreneurial entities. Future studies on pluriactivity should acknowledge the 
importance of business opportunities and entrepreneurial abilities. This also raises 
potential research questions related to how opportunities emerge in the fasm 
context, how they are identified and how and why they are exploited. 
Further, the study shows the importance of differentiating between waged 
employment and new business start-ups when discussing pluriactivity in the farm 
sector (Eikeland & Lie, 1999; Fuller, 1990). There seem to be different factors 
related to the propensity to take a waged job besides operating the farm, compared 
to the propensity to start an additional business activity. Future studies should 
acknowledge these differences when issues related to pluriactivity are examined. 
This study has looked into the factors associated with farmers becoming portfolio 
entrepreneurs. Further studies should also investigate whether portfolio 
entrepreneurship is a fruitful strategy for farmers resulting in better achievements 
than pursuing the stick-to-farming-only strategy. This implies a focus on the farmer 
or the farm household as the unit of analysis. Moreover, future studies should 
consider consequences for the farm business of farness engaging themselves in 
new business activities. Are new activities generating synergic effects positively 
affecting farm development, or are they drawing resources from the farm business, 
such as farmers' devotion of time, financial resources for investment an physical 
resources, giving a negative impact on farm development? 
5.6 Concluding remarks 
This research aimed at contributing to the knowledge on portfolio entrepreneurs by 
investigating the role of learning and resource transfer from their current to new 
business ventures. While the scholarly interest into habitual and portfolio 
entrepreneurship has been increasing, few studies have investigated how the 
individual businesses in the portfolio of portfolio entrepreneurs are linked together 
and the consequences of these linkages. The results from this study indicate that 
these linkages are complex, that they may have various consequences, and that they 
depend on time, context, situation as well as characteristics, motivations and 
aspirations of the entrepreneur. Although the results from this thesis contribute to 
our knowledge base in this area, there is still much more to be learned. 
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Alsos GA, Kolvereid L & Isaksen EJ. 2006. New business early performance: 
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This article explores the new business gestation process among three types of entrepreneurs: 
novice founders, serial founders (i.e., those individuals who have previously owned a business 
but sold it or closed it down), and parallel founders (I.e., those individuals who own at least 
one business while trying to start another). Founders were identified from a random sample of 
9,533 Norwegian adults. Data were collected during 1996. One hundred and sixty respondents 
were classified as nascent entrepreneurs (i.e., those individuals starting a new business from 
scratch). One year later, information was collected from this group of nascent entrepreneurs 
surrounding their current activities. Detailed analysis revealed several differences with regard 
to the activities carried out during the gestation process among the three types of founders. 
Most notably, parallel entrepreneurs where found to have a higher probability of venture imple- 
mentation than novice and serial founders. 
To really learn about entrepreneurship and new business formation MacMillan (1986) recom- 
mended researchers to study "habitual" or repeat entrepreneurs. Since entrepreneurship may be 
conceived as a chain of multiple options, McGrath (1996) argued that "habitual" entrepreneurs are 
more theoretically interesting to study than those who got lucky once. Scott and Rosa (1996) have 
also recently urged researchers to consider multiple business founders as something more than just 
a specialist curiosity, since they are "fundamental to our understanding of the process of capital 
accumulation in a free-enterprise capitalist economy" 11996, p. 8 1 ). 
Recent research suggests that "habitual" entrepreneurship is more common than previously 
suspected. In a review of previous studies conducted in Great Britain: Birley and Westhead (1993) 
reported that the percentage of new business founders with prior founding experience varied from 
11.56 to 36%. Studies from other countries have also reported a high proportion of multiple buu- 
ness founders among surveyed founders (Ronstadt, 1984; Schollharnmer, 1991: Kolvereid & 
Bullvig, 1993). 
Despite the importance of the research topic and the high number of multiple business 
founders, there has been little theoretical development and systematic empirical research in this 
research area (Westhead & Wnght, 1998). Further, ~t is olten assumed that experienced busmess 
tounders start businesses that outperform firms started by novice founders (i.e., those w~thout prlor 
business start-up experience). Contrary to expectation, empirical testing to date has lailed to reveal 
a pos~ti\ie relationship between prior business start-up experience and enhanced performance of 
businesses owned by habltual entrepreneurs (Kolvereid & Bullvig, 1993; Birley & Westhead, 
1993; Westhead & Wnght. 1998). 
The studies discussed above hate all focused upon \ingle new venturer owned by tounders, It 
IS, hone~er, now beconilng widely appreciated that some parallel/portiol~o fouriderb obn  two or 
Summer, i998 101 
more businesses at the same timc as a growth stratcgy (Birley $ CVcsthead, 1994), or aq a strate- 
gy for tax reduction. Conscquently, any study that focuscs solely upon onc of the many business- 
es owned bp paralleliportfolio founders, gives an incomplete picture and underestimates the con- 
tributions made by this group of entrepreneurs. Supporting this viewpoint, Scott and Rosa (1996) 
suggested that there is a need to study multiple business starters and the portfolios of businesses 
owned by this group of entrepreneurs to obtain a more accurate picture of entrepreneurial perfor- 
mance and growth. 
Lamont (1972) examined the influence of entrepreneurial experience on selected strategic 
founding activities. He found that experienced rather than novice founders were more likely to 
gain access to external linance, and were able to put together a venture team with a better balance 
of business skills. Lamont's (1972) findings therefore suggest that we may learn something from 
studying the business gestation process of experienced founders. 
To date, no study has systematically examined the effect of prior founding experience on the 
new business gestation process or the probability that a new venture plan is implemented. The pri- 
mary object of the present research is to compare the business gestation process of novice and 
experienced founders. Building upon earlier work in this area conducted by Carter, Gartner, and 
Reynolds (19963, we explored whether rounders carried out a variely of entrepreneurial activities 
during kheir business gestation periods. 
As in Carter et al.'s work, the theoretical basis Cor this sludy is Weick's (1979) theory of orga- 
nizing. According to Weick, an organiza~ion is an ongoing process of intrractions among individ- 
uals. We see the process of organizational formation as analogous to Weick's process of "enact- 
ment," assuming that individuals who engage in behaviors that demonstrate to others that the 
emerging business is "real" are more likely to create an organization. 
LITERATIlRE REVIEW 
MacMillan (1986) described "habrtual" entrepreneurs as persons who start new busmesses 
and enjoy the excitement and challenges assoelated with the creation of new ventures. OSte~i they 
get bored once the busiriess 1s operating successfully and hand it over to professior~al managers. 
In some instances, habitual entcepiencurs purchase or establish other busmesses at a late1 date. 
This sequential business ownership action can be iepeated more than once 
The~e  is no generally accepted definition of "habitual," multiple or repeat busir~ess founders 
(Blrlcy B Westhead, 1991) MacMlllan's (1986) description of the "habitual" forrrrder brrggests 
that thrs type of tndi\idrial enjoys \etting up bus~nenses ~n a wa} few other founde~l do P~evious 
ctudics that have focused on mult~ple founders have, however, failed to define this group of entre- 
preneur? n ~ t h  regard to psychological or motivational charactenstic.;. Though the definitions used 
to some extent vary, most of them require a repetition of an entrepreneurial expenencc lnith an 
entrrcly new company (CVright, Robbic, & Ennew, 1997). Multiple founders are okten defined as 
those who after starting one business are involved in one or several other business start-ups 
(Donckela, Dupont, & Michel, 1987: Birley & Westhead, 1993). The defin~tions used by 
researchers often concentrate on the act of start-up, and not on career choice. motivation, or joy 
felt by the entrepreneui 
To be consistent with most previous studies, in this study we will focus upon three types of 
founders: novice, serial, and pardlel (portfolio) business founders. Novice founders are defined as 
persons who have never established abtpsiness. In addition we will identify serial founders as well 
as parallel founders in order to investigate the potential heterogeneity among rriultiple business 
founders as suggested by Westhead and Wight (1998). Both serial and parallel founders have 
started at least one previous business, but differ with regard to whether their previous business has 
been sold or closed down (i.e., a business owned by a serial founder), or whether they still own 
this business (i.e., a business owned by a parallel founder). 
10% EN !STlsiENEURSHIP THl-Ol?J and PRAGTIGE 
'rhe Vkllue of Experience 
&[srcMllldn ( 1986) (irgued th'lt each ' habltual ' toundihr ha\ an euperlence curte Habltu,~l 
t,,ul?ders learn tlom thelr earller tounctlng attempts ha te  the opportunit} to '~nalyze uhat went 
and what went rlght, and etent~ially dclopt the technology ot entrepreneu~\h~p. It thcle 
I,.,lll} exlqts an experlence cnrte for entrepreneu~shlp. it could he reasonably a\sumcd thdt multl- 
pie tounder, undertake d somewhat d~tferent. , ~ n d  suppowdl} more efhclent, buslncss stnlt-up 
y l o c c i ~  thm founder\ who do not have any prlor entlepreneurl'~l experlsnce 
It wldrlj n,\umeti that d ccinslda,~hle amount of technical and commerci,~l ~ntolmatlon can 
only bc ledi-ned hy practlcmg man'lgers (Stnrr & Bjgrave. l991 \ Some of the hnowledge nccessruq 
to t>tLlbllsh a husmesv, rclates to taut knowlcdgs (Polnnj~,  l983), which 15 gencrall) obtalned bq 
pe~sonal experience. It can led\onab!y be assumed that ~ e ~ r a l  and parallcl founders have accumu- 
lated a con\~derable amount of tdc~t knowledge T h ~ a  rgument, howeter rs based on the assunlp- 
tlon that the >blllc gained In an earllcr ventulc are t~an~fcrable  to subseq~icnt foundmg p~oicsscs, 
whlch may not alwaqs be the rule. As Stan and Byglavc (1991) note, the lessons lcarned vla spc- 
a f i t  case\ are h~ghly context dependent Fu~thcr, they warncd that priur experlence maq be associ- 
ated wlth a "l~ahlllty of stalenew ' Fol example, multlple foundels can develop an lnertla of con- 
kent~onal wlsdom, ~ h i c h  may be challengcd by othcrs who brlng a frcsha pelspcctive. 
It 1s generally dssumcd that Invcstols (I e . buslnccs founders) only make ~nvestrnenti n actlv- 
1t1e9 that ale c~ssoclated wlth a posltlle net ple5erit value Howcve~, LlcGlath (1996) \bowed that 
t h ~ s  a p p ~ o a ~ h  may lead entrcprcneuls to turn down att~actlve opportunltlec Shc drgucd that entre- 
prcneuls maj  both reduce the unceltalnty they face and dramat~callq miprovc the rctunis ot  thclr 
cffort by uslng an option5 apploach, In which entleprcnculs v,imply po5tpone thelr mvestmcnts 
untll key ~dcnt l f~ed uncertalntlcs a e  resolved 
Ronstddt ( 1988) ~ g g c \ t e d  that "the mere act of staltlng a tcntule enables entrepreneurs to see 
other tenture oppoitunltlcs the) coiild nerthcr see nor take advantdge of until they had started thelr 
lnltlal venture ' (p. 31). Recently McGldth (1996) argucd t h ~ t  the avallabllity of "shadow optlons" 
may be nn assct for potcntlal founde~s. Shadow optlonL ,re not yet rccogrllzcd opportunltlea, 
hlch are based on the entrcprcneur'~ resources If the latcnt potcntlal ~eprcsented by a shadow 
option 1s recognized as valuable, action< may bc taken to c~eatc  '1 real optlon (McGrath. 1996). 
Fntrepreneurs must make scnsc of actlons and re\oulccs befo~e the) Lan recogri~zc the posslblc 
courses o t  actlon. 7 hc recognltlon of shadow opt~ons  thuc occu~s  through ~ctrospective seriss mak- 
ing (Bouman X: Hurry 1993) McCrath (1906) argue5 that entrepreneurs who possess valuable 
5oc1al capltal In the form of an extenslve or powelful network, for example through an exlsting 
business, are l~kel} to enloy a greater varlzty of hlgh-quallty shadow optlons Further, pelwns wlth 
previous entrepreneurlnl experience may be better at recognlnlng thc value of shadow optlons, 
iince the~r  experlence ba\e lnfluences thelr senye-makmg abll~ty. Hence, another potcnt~al advan- 
kdge of pnor entrepreneurlai experlence 15 the ,mess  to ' shadow opt~ons," and an increased abll- 
~ t p  to trdnsfer this potential Into real optlons or opportunities 
'She Business Start-up Process 
Block and MacMillan (198.5) have asserted that the early venture development proccss is 
associated with a number of developmental milestones (such :IS first sale, first shipment, operat- 
ing break-even, etc.). Moreover, they argued that these tlevelopmental milestones are more appro- 
priate indicators of venture performance than financial measures alone. 
Carter et al., (1996) found that the number and kinds of activities founders carried orrt. as well 
as the sequence of these activities, had a qignificant influence on the probability that an idea would 
he converted into a new venture. While they investigated the outcome of thc business start-up 
process, they did not compare the geqtation processes among different types of founders. 
Starr, Bygrave. and Tercanli (1093) suggested that reaching developmental milestones early 
in the business ge~tation process increases a new venture's long-term chances of survival and suc- 
cess in the marketplace. Further, ztccording to Starr and Bygrave ( l99 1 ), experienced founders are 
likely to meet these milestones and to establish new businesses niore effectively than novice 
founders. Most notably, they asserted that "the seasoned entrepreneur is well-acquainted with the 
innovation journey and is able to quickly initiate new venture operations" i l99 1, p. 350). 
However, according to the options approach, experienced entrepreneurs are not necessarily 
expected to move through the business gestation process faster than novice founders. After buying 
an option, the founder can reduce uncertainty and increase returns of their effort by waiting. One 
would expect the options approach to be particularly attractive to founders who can afford "to wait 
and see," such as parallel founders who presumably can draw upon income streams from other 
businesses they currently own. 
Based on the above discussion. experienced founders may be expected to carry out different 
business start-up processes than individuals with no prior start-up experience with regard to the 
type and sequence of activities carried out, the total number of activities conducted, as well as with 
regard to the duration of the start-up process. Moreover. we would expect to find differences in the 
start-up process reponcd by serial and parallel founders, because parallel founders have the option 
"to wait and see" for additional valuable information concerning the current business idea. or for 
a suitable subsequent venture opportunity. 
In this paper, we will test the two following research questions: ( l )  How do the business ges- 
tation processes reported by novice, serial, and parallel business founders differ with regard to (a) 
the start-up activities they carry out during the process, ib) the number of such start-up activities 
cited, (c) the timing of start-up activities, and, (d) the sequence of the start-up activities? (2) Do 
serial and parallel founders have a higher probability of actually starting new businesses than 
novicc founders? 
METHOD 
Reynolds and Miller (1991) suggested the use of general purpose surveys to identity new 
firms at conception. Eollowing thelr recommendation, we eilgdged MMI. a professronal survey 
institute m Norway. to ~nterview a large representatwe sample of the Nor~egian populatjon of 
adults who ale at least 18 years old We requested a large representative sample In order to be able 
to estlmate universe characteristics from the sample data. Moreover, we requested a large sample 
to identity a sug~clent number of nascent entrepreneurs to allow comparisons to be made between 
types of founders. 
The data collect~on was Dart ot MMl's weekly so-called "'CA1 l-bus" telephone survey bach 
week, the CATI-bus suney lnterbrews 1,000 persons who are ar least 15 jears old. In Norway, 
approximatiy 95% of houseliolds have telephones, and there are no significant difference In the 
telephone coverage between different regions. 'l he sample is stratitied by county, and with~n each 
county households are selected randomly. When a household 1s contacted, the Interviewer asks for 
the person In the household who most recently celebrated a b~rthday. If the person m question l a  
not present, up to 5 call-backs are made to contact this person. The number of completed mter- 
views w ~ t h ~ n  each stratum is pre-determined, so that the number of interviews actually carried out 
in each county is proportion~l with the number of inhabitants in the county. The interviewing in 
each stratum is completed when the predetermined number of respondents have been interviewed. 
The data here collected ovet a 10-week per~od early m 1996 To be consistent hith prevlous 
research (Reynolds & Miller, 1992, Carter et al., 1996), we only screened for nascent entrepre- 
neurs who were 18 or more years of age. Hence, the sample was reduced from 10.000 to 9 533 
adultr Respondents to the rurveq wert arked if they alone or w ~ t h  others, were c~rrently trying 
to start J new business In addlt1or-i. they wers asked ~f they had started a new bubrncss durmg the 
Iwt year If they answzred ye< to either of these two questrons they we:e dsked to side their 
names dnd telephone numbers Of the 322 respondents who answered yes. 67 refused to pdrt~c- 
l In the clrney 205 respondent< stated that they were cunenrlv rrylng to ctart a new businecr, wh~le dn add~honal l17 itdt- 
ed ihat they had craned a kidsme\\ dtrnn: the laqt year 
Table 1 
prevalence of Novice, Serial, and Parallel Founders 
Types of Founders Survey Conducted Follow-up 
in 199Bd Survey 




No. % No. % 
120 1.3 102 64.2 
49 0.5 32 20.1 
36 0.4 25 15.7 
Notes: (a) Persons who have not started a previous business. (b) Persons who have started at least one previ- 
ous business, but this (these) business(es) has (have) bee sold or closed down. (c) Persons who have started 
at least one previous business, and have retained a previous business. (d) Based on the proportion of founders 
among the 205 respondents in the survey frame who reported that they were currently trying to start a new 
business. Respondents who reported that they had started a business during the last year are excluded. The 
percentage5 are calculated as the number of each type of founder In proportion of the total sample of 9,533 
respondents. 
ipate in any further interviews. 
The names and telephone numbers of the 255 nascent entrepreneurs prepared to respond to 
further interviews were bought from MMI. We attempted to contact the 255 individuals on this list. 
Eighteen persons were inaccessible. 28 people turned out not to be nascent entrepreneurs, and a 
further 6 refused to partdpate. In total, we gathered responses from 203 valid nascent entrepre- 
neurs. The valid respondents were interviewed regarding the activities they had carried out trying 
to start their proposed businesses as well as their prior founding experiences. For the purpose of 
this study, only respondents who reported that their proposed business venture was a wholly new 
business (and not the acquisition or take-over of an existing business) were subject to further 
analysis. This left us with 160 valid respondents who were starting new independent businesses 
from scratch at the time of the interview (early 1996). 
Twelve months later, in February/March 1997, the 160 valid respondents were contacted 
again. Using a structured questionnaire, a telephone survey gathered information surrounding their 
activities, as well as the characteristics of the businesses they currently owned. Only one person 
refused to respond to the follow-up survey conducted in 1997. 
The results from the screening interview indicated that 2.2% (205 out of 9,553) of the 
Norwegian population of adults were trying to start a new business in 1996. Reynolds and Babson 
(1997) reported the results from four studies conducted in the United States in which the propor- 
tion of the adult population starting a new business varied between 3.7% and 4.5%. T h ~ s  evidence 
suggests that Yonvay has fewer nascent entrepreneurs per capita than the United States. Further, 
thls modest proportion was expected because Norway has the lowest self-employment rate of all 
OECD-countries (McKinsey, 1995). 
Table l shows the prevalence of novice, serial, and parallel founders. Sixty-four percent of the 
nascent entrepreneurs were novices in the sense that they had not started a previous business, 20% 
were serial founders, and 16% were parallel founders. These figures are similar to those reported 
by Westhead and Wr~ght (1998), who found 63%, 25%, and 12% of the founders in Great Britain 
to be novice, serial, and parallel founders, respectively. 
Few statistically significant differences were detected among the three types of founders with 
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Table 2 
Start-up Activities Reported b j  Kovice, Serial, and Parallel Founders 
Start-up Activities Novice Serial Parallef Chisquare Significance 
Founders Founders Founders Statistic Level 
(n = 102) (11 = 32 1 (n = 25) 
Business pianning No. % 
Prepared busmess plan 55 51.0 
Organized start-up team 52 51.0 
1,ooked for facilities~equipment 59 57.8 
Acquired facilities/eyuipmentd 57 55.9 
Developed product/service 25 24.5 
Conducted market recearch 37 36.1 
Devboted full time to the business 24 23.5 
Financing the new firm 
Saved money to ~nvest 46 45 1 
Inve5ted own money 56 54 9 
Applred for bank fundrng 36 35.3 
R e c e ~ ~ e d  hank tunding 37 3 6 3  
Applred tor gokernment funding 39 38 2 
R e ~ e n  ed government fundrng 16 l5 7 
Interaction with the external environment 
Applied for license. paient etc.' 13 12.7 
Hired emploj.ee(si 7 6.9 
Sales promotion activilies 57 55.9 
Business registration' 53 52.0 
Received first payment 52 5 1 .0 









Notes: 'a' indicates a significant difference (p 2 .OS) between novice and serial founders. 'b' indicates a sig. 
rrificar~l difference (p 5 .OS) between novsce arid parallel fourideri, 'c' indicates a signi6cani differerice (p 5 
.OS) between serrai and parallel founders. (d) Acquired facilitiesiequip~nent is based on two questions: Rented 
facilities/equipmenl and bought facilitiesiequipmen~ (e) Cuerficients are slot reporte due to violations of Itre 
asaurnptions of the Chi-square lest. (S) Wilt1 few exceplions, regardless of the legal status, all new husiness- 
es have to register with the Norwegian government in order to obtain an organization numher. 
rcgard to their personal characteristic.; Novice founders wcre significantly younger than cxperi- 
enced founder?. As antic~patcd (Rosa & Hamilton. 1994; Kolvereld & Rullvag, 19911, female 
cntreprcneurs were more I~kely to be no>ice founders than multlple founders, particularly parallel 
founder.;. On14 two of the 25 parallel founders in the sample were women No stgnificant d~ffer- 
cnces were found w~th regard to education, count>, urban or rnral Incanon, household Income or 
political ethos. 
Gestation Process Measures 
Respondents to the survey conducteed in 1996 were asked a series of questions curroundrng 
the gcstat~on p-nccsr Quest~ons were consistently asked ulth regard to 20 d~fferent start-u~ actlv- 
ltres - The aciivltics rnve.;tigated fall Into three d~tferent categories (l: hus~nesr planning, (2 )  
financmg the new firm, and (3)  ~nteraction witli the external environment 
2. We are indehted :o Paul Reynolds and the Entrepreneurial Research Consortium who let us use their list of husisrecs gestarion 
accivitie~. The list. was !ncsiated from English to Norwegran, and only minor chang-s were made to fit the Norwegian context. 
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Table 3 
Business Start-up Process Differences Reported by Novice, Serial, and 
Parallel Founders. 
Start-up Activities Novice Serial Parallel Kruskal- Wallis 
Founders Founders Founders Chi-Square Statistic 
(n = 102) (n = 32) (n = 25) 
Yumber of start-up acthities 
(Range 1-19)" 
Mean 5.96 6.72 7.44 
Median 6.00 7.00 7.00 5.18"' 
Number of start-up activities by 
category activities 
-business planning (range 0-7) 
Mean 3.00 3.16 3.60 
Median 3 .OO 3.00 3.00 
-financing the new f i  (range 0-6) 
Mean 2.26 2.50 3.24 
Median 2.00 2.50 3.00 
-interaction with the external 
environment (range 0-6) 
Mean 2 14 2 38 3.12 
Median 2.00 2.50 100 
Number of months from first to 
last start-up activity reported 
Mean 22.29 
Median 14.00 
Average number of months 
between start-up activities 
Mean 3.86 3.79 4.12 
Median 2.82 1.90 2.73 0.7711s 
Notes: Level of statistical significance: 'ns' indicates 'not significant' at the 0.1 level or less; * indicates 
p 5 10; "* indicates (p 9 .05) between novice and parallel foundrs using Mann-Whitney U-tests to 
investigate pairwise differences between types of founders. (a) Bought and rented facilitiesiequipment is 
combined. 
For each activity, respondents indicated whether the activity was a) not yet initiated, b) not 
relevant, c) initiated, or d) completed. If an activity had been initiated or completed, respondents 
were asked to specify the month and year of the initiation of the activity. We then calculated the 
number of months from the earliest reported activity to the initiation of each of the subsequent 
activities. Further, measures were calculated sunounding the number of initiated or completed 
activities associated with business planning, financing the new firm, and interaction with the exter- 
nal environment. A measure of the total numbcr of activities initiated was also calculatcd. In addi- 
tion, we calculated the time period from the earlicst to the latest reported activity initiated, as well 
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as the mean number of months between the initiation of each activity. 
During the follow-up survey conducted in 1997, the respondents were asked to report how far 
their surveyed businesses had developed. The list of start-up activities initiated or completed was 
also updated. In addition, the three types of founders were classified as follows: still trying. start- 
ed a business. and gave up. 
RESULTS 
Table 2 shows the start-up activities initiated by novice, serial, and parallel founders. Clii- 
square tests were conducted to examine whether there were statistically significant differences in 
the start-up activities among the three types of founders. Significant differences were found with 
regard to seven of the activities. evenly distributed betwccn the till-cc categories: organizing a start- 
up team, Courrder devoted full-time to the husiness, investing own money. received government 
funding, hired employee(s), and initiating sales pronlotion activities. 
Pairwise Chi-square tests revealed tl~at expericnccd serial and parallel founders are signifi- 
cantly more likely than novice founders to devote ti~cmsclves full-time to the business and to hire 
employees. Moreover. parallel founders are found to bc markedly morc likely than novice and ser- 
ial founders to have organixeti a start-up team, to have rcceived govcrnrnent funding, and to have 
carried out sales promotign activities. Parallel foundcrs are also found to be significantly more 
likely than novice founders to have invested their own money in the venture. 
While novice founders are found to differ from experienced founders with respect to two start- 
up activities, the results su~~lmarized above primarily suggest that parallel founders stand out from 
the other two groups of founders. As opposed to parallel founders, serial founders do not seem to 
behave particularly differently from their inexperienced colleagues. 
Table 3 shows the mean and the median number of start-up activities initiated. In addition, this 
table su~lirnarizes the number of activities initiated with regard to three categories of activities: 
business planning, financing the new firm, and interaction with the external environmrnt. Kruskal- 
Wallis analysis was used to investigate possible differences between novice, serial. and parallel 
founders. The Mann-U'hitney U-test was used to investigate pairwise differences between types of 
founders. 
Parallel founders are found to have initiated significantly more activities than novice founders. 
The significant differences found between parallel and rioviee founder:, relate to activities dealing 
with financing and interaction with the external environment. i\jo slatistically significa~lt differ- 
ences were, however, detected between the three types of founders with regard to activities relat- 
ing to new business planning. 
Two measures focusing upon the duration of the gestation process - the nurr~ber of months 
from first to last start-up activity reparted, and the average number oP ri~onths belweeri activities 
- are also summarized in table 3. No statistically sigriificant differences among the three groups 
of founders were detected with regard to these two measures. Interestingly, though not statistical- 
ly significant, both the mean and the median values suggest that the start-up process of parallel 
fo~mders has a longer duration than the start-up processes generally reported by serial and novice 
founders. 
Prom the outset, it should be appreciated that it is a very difficult task to measure start-up 
event sequences. The number of possible sequences is potentially very large. Nevertheless, we 
explored whether the sequence of activities reported early in the gestation process varied across 
the three types of founders. Following the example of Carter et al.(] 996), we used the median val- 
ues !o categorize tile sequence of the start-up activities reported by iespondet~ts ir? the three 
founder groups. Given the limitations associated with sample size as well as the problem of out- 
liers. a categorization based on the median is generally regarded as being more appropriate than a 
categorization based on mean scores. The act~vities were categorized into three-month time frames 
(i.e., quartersj since the first activity had been initiated. Results from this detailed analysis are 
surnfnarized in Table 4. 
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Table 4 
Sequence of Start-Up Activities." 
Novice Founders Serial Founders Parallel Founders 
(n = 102) (n = 32) (n = 25) 
1st quarter Organ~zed start up team (0)  Organized start up tea111 (0) 
(0-3 month\) Saved money to lnveat (0) Saved money to Invest r O  5) 
Prepared buslness plan ( Z i  Prepared buvness plm (I )  
De~oted themselves full tlme 
to the business (3 5)  
2nd quater  Invested own ineny (5) 'Market research (4) 
(4-6 month?) Market research ( 5  5) 5ale.r promotion (4) 
Devoted themselves full time Flrst payment (4) 
to the bus~ness (6 )  Invested own money (4  5) 
Registered firm (5) 
Looked for facllltres or 
eyurpmenl(6) 
Rented faclllt~es or 
equrpment (6) 
3rd quarter Sales promotion activities (7)  Developed product/service (9) 
(7-9 months) Reccived hank funding (9) Positive net income (9) 
Lnoked for facilities or 
equipment (3.5) 
4th quater  Applied for government Hired employee(s) (l l )  
i 10-12 months) funding (10) Applied for government 
Doeloped product~serv~ce (10) fundlng (12) ' 
Fust payment (10 5) 
Applied for bank funding ( I  I) 
Registered Rrm ( 1 1) 
Bought facilrtes or equlpment ( l  l )  
Povitlve net income (12) 
Cth quarter Received government Bought facllltes or 
( 13 l 5  months) funding (14) equtpment (14) 
Applied for licence. etc (14) hpplled for hank fundlng (14) 
Rece~ved bank funding ( l 4  5) 
6th quarter Rented facllltes or equlpment Received governnlent 
(rl6months) (1 7) fundlng (36.5) 
Orgdnized st&-up team (0) 
Sdved money to Invest (2 5) 
Prepared buciness plan (3) 
Invested own money (4  5 )  
Sales promotions (S) 
Looked for facil~ties or 
equipn~ent ( 5 )  
Rented facilities or 
equlpment (5.5) 
First payment (9) 
RegibLered firm ( l 0  5) 
Market research ( 12) 
Developed product: 
servlce (14) 
Hired employee(sf ( 1  5) 
Applied for licence etc. (15) 
Devoled themselves lull 
tune to the huuincss (15) 
Applied for bank funding (16) 
Bought facilities or 
equipment ( 16) 
Positive net income (17) 
Received bank funding ( 19) 




Yote (a) Actlvitiec are categortzed by medlan value for those v ~ h o  had ln~tlated the rtart-up activity Start-up actrv- 
Ille5 are lncluded only if inore than tlve fuunders In che group had inltateci the act~vlty In question Med~aii values 
ore reported m parentheses 
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Table 5 
Business Gestation Process O~tcornes;~ 
Outcomes Novice Serial Parallel 
Founders Founders Founders Chi-Square Statistic 
(n = 102) (n  =32)  (n = 25) 
No. % No. '7:' No. 96 
Started :I business 39 31.5 12 41.4 l7 68 
Still trying 25 26.6 5 17.2 7 28.0 11.25 
Gave up 30 31.9 12 41.3, 1 4.0 p<.024 
Notes: (a) The minimum expected frequency is 6.25. 
iable 4 shoas that the three tqpes of founders developed their buslnes ideas in n very um- 
llar bay Over the first three months (or firrt qudrter), they organize a team, rave money and pre- 
pare a business plan Serial founders, however, are tound to bc more illrely from the outset to 
devote themselves on a full-time basis to thelr ventures. In contrast, moat novice tounders gener- 
ally wart unnl the second quarter before the) devote then~selvec full-t~me to developing thetr busi- 
ness Parallel founders generally do not Teem to start work~ng full-time with their businesses unt~l 
the second year of the start-up process Serial founders \eem to be under ytronger time pressure 
tharr the other two groupa Wlosl uotablq, serral fouriders conduc~ed a large number of d~tivitles 
In tfie secorrd quarter. They gerlerally regliter therr finr~s and receive payments from the lirst sdle 
reiat~vely earl) 111 the s ta l  up process Novlce rounders, houever generally pro~eed more slow- 
ly. n d  postpone many a~tlvltiea to the fourth qudrter 
Paallel touriclers are even slower than novice founders in irnplementlng rriany dctlvities. 
d e y ~ t e  the fact thnt they generally leceive their first paymeills mucli earlier than novice founders 
Manj parallel founder\ ale deldylng iriltlatlrig ~ ~ e r a l  buiine~s cieveloprllent a~t lvi t~er  unttl the 
secor~d year S~nce their existirig busirrers(es) maj rake up a conriclerable dmoirrlt of their tlme, 
they rndy not have sufficient time available lo develop their riew business. Further, parnllel 
founders may have more complex business rdeas that demand d longer and more tho~ough start- 
np procesy Fmally, becau5e they wolk in and presumably have income from their exlstlng busr- 
neLs, the f~nanclal urgency to rush the gestatlon process nlnl not be a 5trong "pull" factor 
Interestlnglq, parallel founders who may be expected to have wider and denser contact netuorks, 
generally wait untll the end of the gestatlon process before they apply for extemnl funding This 
1s In marked contrast to the behavior d~splayed by novlce founders (1.e those wtthout diverse 
financial resourLe4 or income status) who from the outqet generally apply for external funding 
Tdble 5 shows the busmess gestation process outcomes by novlce, serial. dnd parallel 
f ounder5 
Parallel founders ale found to be markedly mole 11keIy to have "5ta1ted a busmess" in the 
per~od than riovlce or serial fout~derq Furthei, only 3% of parallel tounders "gave up startlrig a 
buiinesi, ~ompaled to 41% of ser~al founders and 12% of novice founders We can ~nfer from th15 
evldence that parallel founder< find better businei\ opporLurlrtiei ~o explott than <er~al founder< 
Based on their sutvey of xentuie caprtair\ii, W~~gi i t  cr a1 (1997) also toii~id evidence that s~ig 
gcired that ier tai foundet \ ofterr iiat c leldti'i.el~ poor liuiirrc+ !den\ 
Ymire foundets, howevcr, dte fouiid to br just d. lihrlv ds ieiral fou~ldeic lo hdke "tartell a 
buslnecs " lVe cdii  1nfe1 from tlus f~n(fing thnt pilor tot~rtding experience ot~tained b j  serial 
founders often 1% d liabllitv rnther than an abset 
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The results from this survey are summarized below by describing the business start-up 
processes of parallel, serial, and novice founders. 
Parallel business founders carry out more activities in their business start-up process than 
other founders. In general, parallel founders do not hurry, but qeem to take one step at a time and 
wait until the last part of the process has been succcssfully completed before they initiate costly 
activities such as buying equipment, hiring employees, and devoting themselves full-time to the 
business. Even though they invest their own money in their businesses quite early, they wait until 
the end of the process before they apply for and receive external funding. Parallel founders to a 
larger extent than novice and serial foundcrs organize a start-up team, invest their own money in 
the venture, initiate sales promotion, and hire one or several employees. Finally. they are more 
likely to actually start a business than novice and serial founders. 
Serial business founders c m y  out more start-up activities in the earlier phases of the business 
star-up process than parallel founders. Moreover, they often devote themselves full-time to the 
business from the beginning of the business gestation process. They ask for government funding 
relatively early, but do not receive financial support earlier than parallel founders. In general, they 
are 'less likely to obtain extemal funding. Serial founders are less likely to actually start-up a new 
venture than parallel founders. Further, they are more likely to give up starting a business than par- 
allel or novice founders. 
Novice business founders start the business gestation process in the same way as their more 
experienced counterparts. However, compared to serial founders, they take their time during the 
first phases of the business gestation process. Over the last quarter of the first year of the gestation 
process, they top their effort and carry out most of the remaining start-up activities. In marked con- 
trast to serial and parallel founders, they rarely hire employees, and if they do, they wait until the 
very end of the business gestation process. Rusinesses are just as likely to be ultimately established 
by novice as serial founders. Novice founders, however, are significantly less likely than parallel 
founders to establish a business. 
Limitations 
This study is associated with several limitations. First, the founders' business ideas are not 
examined. Some ideas are more complex than others and may demand more effort and other activ- 
ities. Our findings suggest that parallel founders have superior business ideas, but future research 
is clearly needed to confirm this assertion. Second, we have not taken into consideration whether 
the earlier experience of serial founders were failures or successes. Our sample of serial founder? 
consisted mostly of persons who had closed down their previous business. It is possible that seri- 
al founders with prior successful experiences are more able to learn from their experience. Third, 
we have not taken into consideration founders' occupational status during the start-up process. 
Further, we have not assessed how much time they have available to found the business, or how 
much time they devote to another job or another business. We appreciate that the time available to 
start a new business may affect the duration of the process as well as the outcome. Finally, fol- 
lowing the founders for 12 months may not be a sufficient time frame to ascertain whether the dif- 
ferent activities will be carried out during the process, whether the business will be established, 
and whether it will survive. 
Implications for Research 
The empirical evidence presented m this amcle suggests that there are differences in the busl- 
ness start-up processes reported between novice, ser~al, and parallel founders. Further, there is a 
need to distinguish between different types of experienced founders. Parallel founders seem to be 
more likely than senal tounders to build an expertence curve of entrepreneur$hip, resulting m a 
somewhat d~fferent start-up process and a higher probabil~v ot actually starting a subsequent bus!- 
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ness. Serial entrepreneurs, however, are no bettzr than novlces at reaching m~lestones 111 the ges- 
talion proess. 
The distinction between parallel arid serial entrepreneurs is a previously under-emphasized 
one, and this study suggests this distinction warrants additional research attention. Together with 
this distmct~on is the question of leam~ng from the past. Co~iceivably, parallel entrepreneurs have 
d much richer curre~lt experlerlce base with wh~ch to work, while serial entrepreneurs may be 
laboring under the biases Inherent in selective recall arid oversamplirlg of success (see Sitkin, 
1992). In other words, a parallel entrepreneur can iterate back a id  forth between experiences, 
while a serial entrepreneur may oniy operate from what is remembered about &he previous expe- 
rience. Similarly, a parallel entrepreneur may have more thai one good idea at a time, while a ser- 
~ a l  entrepreneur may simply have bad one good Idea converted into a businesa and then be unable 
replicate what was essentially an earl~er piece ot luck. De Konlg and Muzyka (1996) as well as 
McCrath (1996) have suggested that some fou~lders are exceptionally good at recogni~rng busl- 
riess opportunities. Evidence presented In this art~cle suggests that parallel cntreprencurs are bct- 
ter than novice and serial entrepreneurs with regard to this key cntreprencurial asset. Additional 
research appears to be warranted on how parallel entrepreneurs identify and recognix valuable 
husiness opportunities. 
The present fmd~ngs upport McGrath's (1996) options approach to entrepreneurship. While 
prior start-up experience may enable foundcrs to qulckly imtiatc new venture operations, as sug- 
gested by Starr and Rygrave ( 1  991), experienced foundcrs In gencral. and parallel founders In par- 
tlcular, do not move through the business gestation process quicker than novlce founders. Rather, 
the findn-rgs suggest that parallel founders have advantages ovcr other founders since they can 
afford "to wait and see." Moreover, parallel founders arc better cquipped to take advantage of the 
time they spend waiting bcfore they establish a new business. Thc findings further suggest that par- 
allel founders have superior venture ideas, poss~bly because they have acccss to a h ~ g h  numbcr of 
"shadow options," and are better able than novice and serial founders to turn thcse "chadow 
options" into real options and viablc opportunities. 
The present study reinforces the idea that the singlc entrepreneurial start-up is not the most 
appropriate unit of analysls tor truly understand~ng cntreprencunal wealth creation (MacM~llan, 
1986; Rlrley & Westhead, 1991, McGrath, 1996, Scott & Roqa, 1996, Wcsthead & Wnght, 1998) 
If individual entrepreneurs are engaged in multiple businesses, we do not learn much about how 
they operate by looking only at onc new business. Using the business as the unit of analysis in 
entrepreneurship research focusing on success versus failure may not he rclcvant. givcn that cntrc- 
preneurship is a portfolio concept for at least one important subgroup of entrepreneurs (Westhead 
& Wright, 1998). This implies that future research should take into account not only what hap- 
pened to an individual business, but also where this business fits into the life-cycle of individual 
entrepreneurs (Ronstadt, 1988). 
The present research suggests that history matters, and that it may account for aspects of 
entrepreneurial behavior that other models (such as rational decision making, trait models, studies 
of moderate risk taking, etc.) do not. This offers an important insight not only for entrepreneur- 
ship, but also suggests bridges between entrepreneurship theory and other theories in which path- 
dependence figures prominently, such as theories of routine and resource accumulation (Kelson & 
Winter. 1982), theories of learning (Levitt & March, 1988). and the dynamic capabilities approach 
to strategy (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen. 1997). 
Implications foflractitioners 
The present resezrch has several i~nporrant impiicatioi~s for entrepreneurs and policy makers. 
We suggest. based on our empirical evidence, that beconli~lg a serial business founder does not 
appear to be a good entrepreneui-ial strategy. Business owners should try to retain their busi- 
ness(es) while tryi~rg to establish or purchase further businesses. Owning a business may give 
experieirced encrepieneurs greater ciedibility, as wet! as easier access to external support and 
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resources. 
Consultants and advisors helping entrepreneurs and business founders very often have no 
experience in business founding or ownership. This research suggests that experience from multi- 
ple business start-ups and parallel business ownership is valuable. Hence, parallel entrepreneurs 
may be superior mentors to other entrepreneurs. Their skills and abilities may also be valuable for 
banks, business angels, and venture capitalists with regard to their decisions to invest resources in 
entrepreneurs or new businesses. Government programs supporting new business start-ups may 
not be paying enough attention to parallel business founders, who may own high-performing ven- 
tures that record employment and sales growth. Instead, most government programs are currently 
directed at businesses rather than experienced entrepreneurs. When designing support programs 
for entrepreneurs, policy makers should appreciate that a small subgroup of experienced parallel 
entrepreneurs in many economies make significant contributions to tax revenues and job genera- 
tion. The present research suggests that we need a more sophisticated view of who the "entrepre- 
neur" really is - not just some person with a great idea, but someone who ean put the entire chain 
of wealth-creation in place. 
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INTRODUCTION 
There has been a growing research interest in the field of habitual entre- 
preneurs, that is, entrepreneurs that start more than one business during 
their career. Multiple business founders are interesting since they are often 
expected to be competent entrepreneurs. MacMillan (1986) argued that 
habitual entrepreneurs develop an experience curve of entrepreneurship. 
They learn from their former experiences, have the opportunity to analyse 
what went wrong and what went right, and to develop a 'methodology' for 
entrepreneurship. If such an experience curve exists, the experiences from 
former businesses give habitual entrepreneurs advantages over inexperi- 
enced novice entrepreneurs when it comes to new business start-ups. 
Research interest has been fuelled by the expectation that firms started by 
experienced entrepreneurs will have superior or enhanced performance. 
While this suggestion is intuitively appealing, to date there is little empir- 
ical support for such a relationship. One explanation may be that previous 
studies have not controlled for potential differences in business ideas. 
Ucbasaran et al. (2003) found that habitual entrepreneurs identified oppor- 
tunities with higher levels of innovativeness than novices. Experienced 
entrepreneurs may have more complex business ideas which require a 
longer introduction period with low returns. Another reason may be that 
many previous studies have failed to acknowledge the heterogeneity among 
habitual entrepreneurs. The important difference between serial and port- 
folio founders is that the latter group still own and manage their original 
business and are able to draw upon resources in the existing firm when start- 
ing a new business. Portfolio entrepreneurs may use their original firm as 
a seedbed for subsequent new tentures (Garter, 1998). In a previous study, 
c-\lsos and Kolvereid (1998) found that portfolio nascent entrepreneurs 
were more often successful in founding a new business than both novice 
and serial nascent entrepreneurs, indicating that the lalue of still owning 
and runnlng an existing business is larger than past experience from prior 
ventures. An existing business may be a better source of fresh experience 
and relevant know-how than earlier businesses. 
The literature on habitual entrepreneurship has speculated about, but 
has hitherto found little empirical evidence of, experienced business 
founders performing better than their inexperienced counterparts. There is 
a need to investigate what constitutes the potential advantages of experi- 
enced entrepreneurs. If there is 'an experience curve of entrepreneurship', 
what do habitual entrepreneurs learn from their experience that give them 
advantages when starting the entrepreneurial process over again? To be a 
novice is a temporary condition. as novice entrepreneurs will become 
experienced after learning from their first start-up. Performance differences 
between novice and habitual entrepreneurs are, however, likely to be found 
in the early stages of business development. 
Entrepreneurship is about identifying and exploiting opportunities 
and organizing resources (Landstrom and Johannisson, 2001; Stevenson 
and Jarillo, 1990). We suggest that experienced entreprerleurs may have 
acquired knowledge and resources from their former business, and that this 
gives them better access to both new opportunities and resources. Since 
access to opportunities and resources is central to the possibility of success 
of a new business, this is expected to lead to higher performance of new 
businesses started by experienced entrepreneurs. Particularly, serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs may be able to 'grow' their new businesses more 
rapidly from the start because of their presumed better access to resources. 
The following research questions are explored: 
1. Do novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs differ when it comes to 
their ability to identify opportunities and acquire resources when start- 
ing a new business? 
2. Do such differences lead to different performance in new businesses 
started by novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs? 
Based on longitudinal data of a representative sample of new business 
formations, the present research will explore the differences between 
novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs in the process of starting a new 
business. Portfolio entrepreneurs are defined using multiple ownership 
and management as criteria: these are persons who own and manage 
more than one business. Serial entrepreneurs are entrepreneurs who 
have owner-management experience from more than one business, but 
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only one at a time, and novice entrepreneurs are entrepreneurs with no 
prior owner-management experience (Rosa and Scott, 1999; Westhead and 
Wright, 1998b). 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
It can be argued that resources are especially critical for new and small busi- 
nesses due to the shortage of these and the difficulties connected to raising 
financial capital and sourcing skilled employees as well as other assets 
(Brush and Chaganti, 1997; Cooper and Dunkleberg, 1986). Aldrich and 
Fiol (1994) pointed at the 'liabilities of newness and smallness' when it 
comes to the acquisition of resources. The acquisition of resources is a 
central element in starting a new business; some even claim it is the most 
central one (Aldrich, 1999; Landstrijm and Johannisson, 2001). The entre- 
preneur's ability to collect the necessary resources and combine these into 
a new business may be vital for whether the new firm will come into exist- 
ence, and what degree of success it will subsequently attain. 
Serial and portfolio entrepreneurs may have accumulated resources 
through their former businesses that might be drawn upon in the process of 
starting a new business (Scott and Rosa, 1996). These resources may 
include knowledge resources that accrue from experiential learning, net- 
works and contacts, and financial capital. In addition, portfolio entrepre- 
neurs possess resources through their existing business that might be used 
in the start-up of the new business, such as organizational routines. employ- 
ees, suppliers and customers, as well as physical resources such as buildings 
and equipment. In these cases the existing business can work as a 'seed-bed" 
for the new business in its infancy (Carter, 1998). In their study of portfo- 
lio entrepreneurs in the farm sector, Alsos and Carter (2003) found an 
extensive transfer of resources from the existing to the new business. 
Further, the extent of such resource transfer was associated with the per- 
formance of the new business. Moreover, Westhead et al. (2003) found that 
portfolio entrepreneurs have more diverse experiences and more resources 
than both serial and novice entrepreneurs, and argue that portfolio entre- 
preneurs constitute a particularly interesting type of entrepreneurs. 
Experience may bring a wide range of contacts, which might be useful in 
new business start-ups. Through a well-developed network, entrepreneurs 
may gain access to resources they would otherwise have difficulties 
obtaining. Such resources may include financial capital or physical 
resources, or information and knowledge valuable both for identification of 
opportunities and for founding and developing a new business. Experienced 
entrepreneurs with a well-developed social network may be better able to 
establish good start-up teams for developing new business opportun~ties. 
Previous studies have found that experienced entrepreneurs, and in particu- 
lar portfolio entrepreneurs, are more llkely to start a new business with part- 
ners (Birley and Westhead, 1993; Westhead and Wright, 1998b). As a lead 
entrepreneur, the experienced entrepreneur may bring together a group of 
entrepreneurs for opportunity exploitation, relying on the track record of 
the lead entrepreneur. Further, experienced entrepreneurs may also be 
invlted to be part of start-up teams of other lead entrepreneurs. 
Westhead and Wright (1998a) argue that the experience of the entrepre- 
neur can have a considerable influence on the ways the new business is 
financed, and that successful habitual entrepreneurs can have a greater 
access to funds than novice entrepreneurs. For instance, successful habitual 
entrepreneurs may have more financial resources available to invest in equity 
capital than novices do. In their study of independent business owners in 
Great Britain, Westhead and Wright (1998b) found that serial entrepreneurs 
were more likely to use finance from personal sources (perhaps because they 
have large financial assets after the sale of the previous business), and that 
portfolio founders were more likely to obtain finance from customers and 
suppliers (perhaps because they have ties to them through their existing 
business). Moreover, experience from previous or current business owner- 
ship may have developed their network when it comes to investors, banks 
and other sources of finance. Finally. a track record as a successful entre- 
preneur may attract more investors to new business projects. 
Several authors have argued that habitual entrepreneurs are particularly 
good at recognizing and developing opportunities (MacMillan, 1986; 
McGrath, 1996; McGrath and PvfacMillan, 2000). Founding and running 
a business may give access to information and knowledge which becomes 
the basis of new business ideas. Ronstadt (1988, p. 3 l )  introduced 'the cor- 
ridor principle' and suggested that .the mere act of starting a venture 
enables entrepreneurs to see other venture opportunities they could neither 
see nor take advantage of until they had started their initial venture'. 
McGrath (1996) argued that entrepreneurs with access to a large and well- 
functioning network, for instance through an existing business, will prob- 
ably have access to a large number of good 'shadow options', that is, latent 
business ideas. Also Singh et al. (1999) stated that a large social 
network, with many weak ties going beyond close friends and famlly, relates 
positively to idea identification and opportunity recognition. Further, 
McGrath (1 996) advocated that experienced entrepreneurs often have a 
larger ability to recognize and take advantage of latent business ideas, since 
experience increases their sense-making ability. 
Ucbasaran et al. (2003) investigated information search and opportunity 
identification among novice and habitual entrepreneurs. They found that 
while there were no differences in the intensity of information search and 
number of sources used, habitual entrepreneurs identified more opportun- 
ities given a certain amount of information. They also found that habitual 
entrepreneurs had different attitudes to opportunity identification than 
their less experienced counterparts. Habitual entrepreneurs put more focus 
on problem-solving activities as a source of opportunities, they enjoyed 
opportunity identification more and they assessed that one opportunity 
often led to another. The latter is in congruellee with Ronstadt's (1988) 
concept of 'the corridor principle'. 
Based on this review of the literature the following hypotheses were 
developed: 
Hypothesis I :  Serial and portJblio mtrepretzeurs are better than novices in 
itcyuiring resources to the new business. 
Hypothesis 2: The resources acquired are sig~zifieantfy reluted to subsequent 
early business perforfnutzce. 
METHOD 
Data for this study was gathered from new business founders drawn from 
the Norwegian central coordinating register for legal entities. This register 
coordinates information that exists in other government registers, including: 
(1) the register of employers; (2) the register of business enterprises; and 
(3) the Value Added Tax register. Hence, the central coordinating register 
contains all businesses that have employees, all limited liability companies 
and partnerships, and all sole proprietorships obliged to pay VAT..' 
Businesses that register are assigned a unique organization number that 
identifies the business. The four most common legal forms of new businesses 
in the register are sole proprietorships, partnerships with mutual responsi- 
bility, partnerships with shared responsibility and unlisted limited liability 
companies. Since a total of 98.6 per cent of Norwegian new registrations in 
2002 chose one of these four legal forms (Statistics Norway, 2004), other less 
common legal forms txre disregarded. All new businesses that registered 
with the central coordinating register during weeks 21-24 2002 were 
approached. In other words, the whole population of new business regis- 
trations during these four weeks constituted the sampling frame. With only 
one week's delay, the register delivered lists of new businesses that were 
registered each of these weeks. Within a week after the register supplied 
these lists, a questionnaire was mailed out in four rounds to 603 businesses 
registered in week 21, 866 businesses registered in week 22, 747 businesses 
registered in week 23, and 905 businesses registered in week 24. A reminder 
with a new copy of the questionnaire was sent out in four rounds three 
weeks after the initial mailings. A total of 3121 businesses were approached. 
Of the questionnaires posted, 126 were returned unreachable, while we 
received 1048 competed questionnaires - a response rate of 35 per cent. 
The second round of data collection took place during weeks 5-8 in 2004 
(that is, about 19 months after the initial mailing). A professional survey 
agency was engaged to telephone the respondents to the mail survey in order 
to find out what had happened to the businesses since the first round of data 
collection. Among the 1048 businesses that responded to the mail survey, 29 
businesses were excluded since they had been deregistered from the central 
coordination register. Another six businesses were excluded because they 
had more than 50 per cent missing data on the first round of data collection. 
Finally, 33 respondents were excluded since the business or the contact 
person was not listed in any of the available telephone directories. The 
survey agency attempted to reach all the remaining 980 respondents. 
Among these, 275 persons were inaccessible and 54 others refused to 
participate. A total of 3924 telephone calls were made in order to collect 
follow-up data from a total of 651 of the business founders, 56 per cent of 
the 980 founders on the list. A total of 104 questionnaires not completed by 
the founder and owner-manager were removed. Only respondents who 
submitted complete data sets are included in the present analysis, leaving 
410 cases for the analysis of total employment and 354 cases for the analysis 
of sales turnover in the business. Thorough response bias tests did not reveal 
any significant differences between respondents and non-respondents. 
Moreover, the final sample did not differ significantly from the entirecohort 
of businesses started in Norway in 2002 with regard to legal status or local- 
ization. Hence, there is good reason to believe that the sample is represen- 
tative for the population of new business start-ups in Norway. 
Dependent variables: new business performance 
Turnover in 2003 (the first full year in business) and hired employment (other 
than the respondent) at period two (19months after registration) were selected 
to measure of performance. Both variables were highly skewed. Therefore, 
they were both transformed by taking the logarithm of the responses after 
adding a constant of 10 000 for turnover and 0.1 for employment. 
Types of entrepreneurs 
Novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs were defined using two ques- 
tions: whether the respondent at present owned and managed another 
business in addition to the newly registered business, and whether the 
respondent had previously owned and managed another business. 
Respondents who answered 'no' to both these questions were categorized 
as novice entrepreneurs. Respondents who answered 'no' to the first ques- 
tion and 'yes' to the second one were categorized as serial entrepreneurs, 
while respondents who answered 'yes' to the first question were categorized 
as portfolio entrepreneurs. In the final sample of 410 respondents, 68.5 per 
cent were novices, 13.7 per cent were serial and 17.8 per cent were portfo- 
lio entrepreneurs. 
Control variables: new business characteristics 
Novelty was included as a control variable since Ucbasaran et al, (2003) 
found experienced entrepreneurs to have more innovative business ideas. 
Novelty was measured by an additive scale including three items. 
Respondents were asked to indicate on a seven-point scale whether they 
agreed or disagreed with the following statements: 'Customers will experi- 
ence our product or service as new and unknown', 'Few or no competing 
businesses offers a similar product or service', and 'The technology or pro- 
duction of our productlservice is not easily accessible'. The three items load 
on the same factor in a principal component analysis representing a cumu- 
lative variance of 62 per cent and a Cronbach's alpha of 0.70. This measure 
is adopted from the one used by the Gobal Eiztrqreneurship LZIonitor 
(Reynolds et al., 2002). 
Entry mode m7as also included as a control variable since experienced 
entrepreneurs may be more involved in acquisitions than novices. The 
variable 'de ienovo' was included, giving the value l to the de rzovo entries 
(businesses started from scratch) and 0 to acquisitive entries (businesses 
acquired or inherited). 
Resources 
Start-up team, opportunities, and amount of financial capital raised were 
used to measure acquired resources. Respondents were asked to state 
whether they alone were responsible for the founding of the business 
(value 0), or whether they started it with other partners (value I), to 
measure the existence of a start-up team. The access to opportunities was 
measured by the number of opportunities the respondent had identified in 
the last five years (not including the new business). The measure of 
financial capital was calculated by adding the total debt and deposited 
equity of the newly registered business. The variable was grouped in seven 
categories as follows: no financial capital (l), 1 to 10000 NOK (2), 10001 
to 50000 (3), 50001 to 100000 NOK (4), 100001 to 200000 NOK (3, 
200 001 to 1 000 000 NOK (6), and more than 1 000 000 NOK (7). 
RESULTS 
Prior to the formal testing of the hypotheses, descriptive statistics and cor- 
relations were run. The results are shown in 'Table 2.1. Table 2.1 gives pre- 
liminary support to both hypotheses, and shows that multicollinearity is 
not a problem. Hypothesis 1 was tested using ANOVA. The results are pre- 
sented in Table 2.2. 
Novice entrepreneurs are found to be significantly less likely to have 
organized a team of entrepreneurs to start the business, than are serial and 
portfolio entrepreneurs. Only 19 per cent of the businesses started by 
novice entrepreneurs are team start-ups. compared to 34 per cent and 
4lper cent of the b~lsinesses started by serial and portfolio entrepreneurs 
respectively. Further, novices are found to identify significantly less oppor- 
tunities than serial and portfolio entrepreneurs. Portfolio entrepreneurs 
are also found to identify significantly more business opportunities 
than serial entrepreneurs. The mean number of business opportunities 
identified is 0.38 for novice entrepreneurs, 1.5 for serial entrepreneurs and 
2 for portfolio entrepreneurs. Serial and portfolio entrepreneurs were also 
able to raise significantly more capital for investment in the new business 
than novice entrepreneurs. Further, independent sample t-tests were con- 
ducted to explore differences in means between novices and habitual entre- 
preneurs. 'The results show significant differences between the types of 
entrepreneurs (p < 0.01) for all three resource types, and thus support the 
results from the ANOVA analysis. In total, these results indicate that 
serial and portfolio entrepreneurs are able to get access to more resources 
and opportunities than novice entrepreneurs. These findings support 
hypothesis 1. 
The next question is whether these opportunities and resources lead to 
better performance of the new businesses. Performance is measured by 
the achieved sales turnover of the new business as well as employment of 
others. To test whether the different types of founders were associated 
with different levels of performance, multivariate regression analysis 
was used. 
Table 7.3 shows results from a hierarchical linear regression analysis with 
sales turnover as the dependent variable. Model 1 shows the effect of the 
control variables. The model is highly significa~tt giving an adjusted R square 
of 0.13. As expected both control variables are significant with a negative 
beta-value in the model. indicating that more novel business ideas and 
ile t~ovo entries have reached significantly less sales in the first whole year in 
business than less novel and acquisitive entries. In model 2 ,  serial and port- 
folio entrepreneurship are included. Both variables have significant and 
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entrepreneurs reach significantly higher sales turnover than novice entrepre- 
neurs. The change in R square is 0.030 and is significant. In model 3 the vari- 
ables measuring resources are included. The resulting increase in R square is 
0.136 up to a total adjusted R square of 0.286. The change is highly 
significant. Financial capital is highly significant in the model, indicating an 
association between the amount of capital invested in the business and the 
achieved short-time turnover. Further, the presence of a start-up team is pos- 
itive and significant at the 10 per cent level. The effect of serial and portfolio 
entrepreneurs is considerably reduced when resources are included. Portfolio 
entrepreneurship is not longer significant, while serial entrepreneurship is 
significant now only on the 10 per cent level. This indicates that access to 
resources is mediating the relationship between experience and performance. 
More specifically, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs reach higher turnover in 
their new businesses mainly because they are better able to get access to valu- 
able resources. 
Table 2.4 shows the results from a hierarchical linear regression analysis 
with employment as the dependent variable, following the same steps as the 
model above. Here also, the first model shows a negative association 
Co~ltrol iables 
Novelty -0 121A' 
DLJ tlovo -0 168** 
Exper~ence 
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between novelty and de navo entry and performance, but this model is 
somewhat weaker than the turnover model with an adjusted R square of 
0.045. Including serial and portfolio entrepreneurship in model 2 leads to 
an increase in R square of 0.016, which is a statistically significant change. 
Both types of experience are significant and positive in the model. 
Including the resource variables in model 3 removes the effect of entrepre- 
neurial experience. The presence of a start-up team, the identification of 
more opportunities and access to financial capital are positively and 
significantly associated with the level of employment in the new businesses. 
Thus, the resources are here too mediators in the relationship between 
entrepreneurial experience and performance. The final model has an 
adjusted R square of 0.184 and is highly significant. 
DISCUSSION 
The present study found that experienced business founders are better than 
novices at obtaining resources during new businens start-ups. Hence, the first 
hypothesis is supported. Further, supporting the second hypothesis, the more 
resources entrepreneurs acquire, the higher the subsequent performance of 
the business. The hierarchical regression analysis also showed that the dummy 
variables for serial and portfolio entrepreneurs failed to have any significant 
effect on performance when resource access was included in the model. These 
results indicate that serial and portfolio entrepreneurs have higher perforrn- 
ance than novices because they are better at obtaining resources for the new 
venture. However, experienced entrepreneurs are not found to be able to 
utilize the resources they acquire any better than their novice counterparts. 
The results of this study give interesting contributions to the literature on 
entrepreneurial experience and habitual entrepreneurship. First, this is one 
of very few studies that are actually able to show performance differences 
between experienced and inexperienced entrepreneurs. Acknowledging the 
need to control for the nature of the business idea, the results show that the 
new businesses of serial and portfolio entrepreneurs actually perform better. 
Second, the study begins to reveal what constitute the advantages of experi- 
enced entrepreneurs. Basically. these entrepreneurs seem to be better at 
getting access to resources which again help them build businesses with 
higher performance. 
One important limitation of the present research is that we have only 
looked at one business and not the entire portfolio of businesses controlled 
by portfolio entrepreneurs. As Scott and Rosa (1996) argued, the perform- 
ance of the latest venture of portfolio entrepreneurs may not give the true 
picture of their contribution to value creation, as they still create value 
through their previous businesses. However, to explore the potential experi- 
ence curve of entrepreneurship, to look at the performance of their latest 
business is appropriate to reveal how they perform after they have learnt. 
Another potential limitation is the relativly short time-span between the 
initial data collection and the follow-up survey. Novel business ideas may 
require a longer period of time before the start to flourish. Further, an 
interesting question is how long the resource advantage of experienced 
entrepreneurs will give advantages. Are novice entrepreneurs eventually 
able to 'fill the gap'? After all, they too become experienced as time goes by. 
Future studies should also look at performance differences at later stages 
of the businesses' development. 
Policy-makers should acknowledge the fact that a substantial propor- 
tion of new business formations are made by experienced serial and port- 
folio entrepreneurs, using their experience in the process of exploiting new 
business opportunities and setting up new businesses. They should also 
take into account that experienced entrepreneurs generally achieve higher 
performance in their new firms, at least on a short-term basis, because 
they are better at obtaining the resources needed. When supporting novice 
business owners, their disadvantage when it comes to resource acquisition 
should be recognised. Support directed towards giving these entrepreneurs 
access to the necessary resources, particularly financial resources, may help 
novice entrepreneurs to Increase the performance of thelr firms to the level 
of their experienced colleagues, as there is no evidence that novice entre- 
preneurs utilize the accumulated resources in an inferior way. New entre- 
preneurs should look at the way in which serial and portfolio entrepreneurs 
gather resources and try to learn from this. 
The findings of the present study also raise new questions that should be 
dealt with in future research in this area. For instance, one should look into 
the process of resource acquisition and explore how experienced entrepre- 
neurs are able to get access to a larger amount of resources. It is reasonable to 
assume that some of these resources are obtained from their previous or exist- 
ing ventures. This raises a question about the nature and eEects of resource 
transfer between the ventures of experienced entrepreneurs. As Iacobucci and 
Kosa (2004) suggested, the creation of new businesses on the basis of previ- 
ous or existing businesses of experienced entrepreneurs can be regarded as 
evolutionary entrepreneurial systems where the relationship between the 
different business opportunity exploited by the entrepreneur and the dynam- 
ics of the entrepreneurial team(s) involved may be important antecedents of 
new business performance. Further studies into the motivational and proces- 
sual aspects of serial and portfolio entrepreneurship are needed (Carter and 
Ram, 2003; Westhead et al., 2003). Moreo~~er, there is a need to look into the 
influence of the performance of previous and existing businesses of experi- 
enced entrepreneurs, as one can assume it is easier to obtain resources from 
previous successful businesses than from failing businesses. 
NOTE 
I At the time of the initial data collection in 2002, this included, with few exceptions, all 
sole proprietorships (as well as other businesses) with an annual turnover of NOK 30000 
or more. (1 NOK = approx US$O 14 or 0 12 euros.) 
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This exploratory study combines three theoretical 
approaches to investigate why farmers start additional 
business activities: the rural sociology perspective, the 
opportunity perspective and the resource-based 
perspective - as applied within entrepreneurship 
research. Building on in-depth interviews of respondents 
from Norwegian farm households, three types of 
entrepreneurs were identified: the pluriactive farmer, the 
resource exploiting entrepreneur and the portfolio 
entrepreneur. These entrepreneurial types differed in 
regard to their basic motivation and objectives for 
start-up, the source of their business ideas, the basis of 
competitive position and the connectivity between the 
new business and the farm, as well as in several other 
ways. 
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Implications for policy makers and 
practitioners 
- Policy makers should acknowledge the 
heterogeneity among farm-based 
entrepreneurs. Based on their motivation 
and source of business ideas, the study 
identified three types of entrepreneurs: 
the pluriactive farmer, the resource 
exploiting entrepreneur, and the portfolio 
entrepreneur. 
These types of farm-based 
entrepreneurial activities are triggered by 
a multitude of factors. This implies that 
homogeneous policy initiatives directed 
towards increasing entrepreneurial 
activities among farmers would affect 
them in different ways. 
- The nature of the new business is affected 
not only by the business idea, but also by 
the type of available resources and the life 
style chosen by the farm household. 
The three types of entrepreneurs 
contribute to society in different ways: 
pluriactive farmers pursue the 
multifunctional nature of farming; 
resource exploiting entrepreneurs utilize 
unique resources to create economic 
activity; while portfolio entrepreneurs 
offer a larger contribution to employment 
and economic activity. 
Introduction 
In  regional policy, the pursuit of 
entrepreneurship is seen as fundamental in 
the development of economically robust 
regions. Over the last decade, the promotion 
of entrepreneurship has also been an 
important part of European agricultural 
policies as an instrument to increase the value 
creation of agricultural production. The 
restructuring of the agricultural sector as a 
result of changes in national and international 
policies, demands increased entrepreneurial 
activities among farmers. It has been argued 
farm resources can be utilized in 
entrepreneurial activities, such as tourism or 
food processing, to generate increased 
We are grateful for the financial support provided 
by the Research Council of Norway. We also 
appreciate the comments and suggestions offered 
by Agnete Wiborg and Wenche Rsnning, and from 
Paul Westhead, Lars Kolvereid and Sara Carter on 
earlier versions of this paper. 
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economic activity in the region. Farmers 
could represent an innovative reservoir in 
agricultural communities and a potential 
source of entrepreneurship (Borch and 
Forsman, 2001). They have acquired 
experience, often through generations, from 
self-employment and food production, and 
have historically been known for their 
commitment to independence and 
entrepreneurial ideals (Carter, 1996). In 
addition, agricultural households have a long 
tradition of combining farming activities with 
other sources of income. Pluriactivity, the 
phenomenon of farm households engaging in 
gainful activities in addition to farming, has a 
long tradition in most rural areas of Europe 
(de Vries, 1990; Eikeland and Lie, 1999) and 
has become even more common during the 
last two decades (Blandford, 1996). 
The strategies that farmers and their 
households use to meet the challenges 
brought by changing conditions in the 
environment, has been an important field of 
research within agricultural research. Since 
most studies have failed to differentiate 
between entrepreneurial activities and other 
sources of non-farm income, there is still a 
paucity of knowledge about which factors 
trigger the start-up of entrepreneurial 
activities among farmers. Why do some 
farmers choose to start new business activities 
instead of limiting their engagement to 
farming or becoming employed? T o  
encourage entrepreneurial activities amongst 
farmers, more knowledge about the triggering 
factors is needed. The aim of this exploratory 
paper is to investigate factors stimulating 
farmers to start new business activities in 
addition to the farm and become portfolio 
entrepreneurs 
Theoretical perspectives 
Three perspectives are used to explore the 
factors affecting the start-up of new business 
activities amongst farmers: the rural sociology 
perspective, the opportunity perspective and 
the resource based perspective - as adopted 
within entrepreneurship research. The rural 
sociology perspective is widely used within 
studies of strategies for agricultural 
households. Pluriactivity is analysed as an 
economic adaptation strategy and as a 
response to changing conditions in the 
environment, such as market constraints and 
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adjustments within agricultural policy. The 
start-up of additional business activities is 
often understood as a response to a lack of 
opportunities for full-time farming or 
employment (Eikeland and Lie, 1999). 
However, agriculture has rarely been an 
empirical setting for entrepreneurship 
research. Within this research area, the 
start-up of new business activities is viewed as 
the exploitation of business opportunities 
(Kirzner, 1973; Landstrom and Johannisson, 
2001; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). In 
the resource-based perspective, the focus has 
been directed towards business start-up as a 
resource acquisition process, where the 
availability of (unique) resources is presumed 
to promote entrepreneurial activities (Greene 
et al., 1999; Rotefoss, 2001). Combination of 
these three perspectives has the potential of 
offering a more complete picture of the 
factors that trigger the start-up of new 
business activities in addition to farm 
activities. 
A rural  sociology perspective on  
farm-based entrepreneurship 
Rural sociology has been emphasising 
agrarian restructuring. Studies of how and 
why small scale farming "survived" despite 
industrialization and the capitalist 
transformation of economy has been a core 
issue in this area (see for example Chayanov, 
1986; Djurfelt and Gooch, 2001). Using the 
household as the social and economic unit of 
analysis, the research has emphasized the 
"pluriactive farm household", which allocates 
resources between farm and non-farm 
activities (Efstratoglou-Todoulou, 1990; 
Fuller, 1990). The focus has generally been 
on pluriactivity as a response to recession and 
constraints within the agriculture sector and 
as a survival strategy for the farm household 
(e.g. Benjamin, 1990; Bowler et al., 1996; 
Champagne et al., 1990; Damianos and 
Skuras, 1996; Ilbery, 1991). 
Pluriactivity is defined as the generation of 
income from more than one economic activity 
(Eikeland and Lie, 1999). Studies in this field 
have focused just as much on off-farm wage 
earning as on other businesses in addition to 
the farm, and have often failed to distinguish 
between the two. Eikeland and Lie (1999) 
argued that it may be useful to differentiate 
the concept of pluriactivity, and used Fuller's 
(1990) separation between "making jobs"' 
(operating enterprises) and "taking jobs" 
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(being a wage earner). When discussing 
factors related to pluriactivity one has to take 
into account that they may relate differently 
to these two categories. 
Fuller (1990) argued that the rationale for 
agricultural households adopting different 
patterns of activity depends upon conditions 
in agriculture, off-farm job opportunities and 
the structure of the household. The strategy 
adopted by the household depends on the 
perception of these "realities". In many 
studies building on the rural sociology 
perspective, the dominant reason to start 
searching for an opportunity to establish 
another business is considered to be the need 
to maintain or increase the income generated 
by the farm (Bowler et al., 1996; 
Efstratoglou-Todoulou, 1990; Evans and 
Ilbery, 1992; Ilbery, 1991; McNally, 200 1). 
Some studies also take into consideration the 
importance of socio-cultural motives in 
pluriactivity (Barlett, 1986; Eikeland, 1999; 
Kinsella et al., 2000). These studies show that 
pluriactivity is not only an economic 
adaptation strategy but may enable farm 
household to continue farming and living in 
rural areas. Pluriactivity could be motivated 
by a wish to keep the family farm going, to 
stay at home because of parents, by an affinity 
with the nature of farm work or emotional 
reasons such as "not wanting to sell the family 
land" (Kisella et al., 2000). Relying on 
Hojrup (1983), Eikeland (1999) discussed 
the ideological aspects of pluriactivity. Hojrup 
(1983) showed how pluriactivity is sustained, 
in spite of attractive alternatives, because 
people have been socialized to economic 
adaptations based on the combination of 
different activities. Accordingly, starting a 
new business could be motivated by a wish to 
continue farming as a life-style, to remain free 
and independent as self-employed or because 
of the rural tradition of combining different 
activities. 
The opportunity perspective to 
entrepreneurship 
Shane and Venkataraman (2000) defined 
entrepreneurship as the discovery and 
exploitation of profitable business 
opportunities. This is in congruence with 
Kirtzner (1973) who argued that the "alert 
entrepreneur" identifies business 
opportunities as imperfections in the market 
and coordinates resources to exploit these 
opportunities, hereby restoring the balance in 
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the market. Landstrom and Johannisson 
(2001) saw entrepreneurship as the 
exploitation of perceived opportunities 
through the organising of resources and 
collaborating in new business patterns. Thus, 
the opportunity perspective of 
entrepreneurship emphasizes business 
opportunities as the main source of 
entrepreneurial activities and an important 
trigger of new business start-ups. Taking an 
objectivist-subjectivist view of opportunities 
(Davidsson, 2002), they themselves are 
objective phenomena but they are not known 
to all parties at all times (Shane and 
Venkataraman, 2000). Some individuals 
recognize andlor exploit particular 
opportunities more easily than others. The 
ability to discover opportunities requires the 
relevant information as well as the cognitive 
ability to evaluate it. Opportunities are 
therefore the result of environmental 
conditions and entrepreneurial ability as well 
as access to and processing of information 
(Ucbasaran et al., 2000). 
Research carried out during the latest two 
decades indicates that existing entrepreneurs 
play an important role in the start-up of new 
business activities (Birley and Westhead, 
1993; Ronstadt, 1988; Rosa and Scott, 1999; 
Westhead and Wright, 1998). Individuals 
who are owner-managers of a business and 
start new business activities are defined as 
parallel or portfolio entrepreneurs (Alsos and 
Kolvereid, 1998; Westhead and Wright, 
1998). Carter and Rosa (1998) found that 
farms are similar to other rural small 
businesses, and farmers may be seen as 
primarily business owner-managers. Farmers, 
who start new business activities by 
discovering and exploiting opportunities 
while still maintaining their farm business[l] 
can therefore be seen as portfolio 
entrepreneurs. It has been argued that 
entrepreneurs may be particularly good at 
discovering new business opportunities, since 
founding and running a business gives access 
to information and knowledge which can 
become the basis of other valuable business 
ideas (Ronstadt, 1988; McGrath, 1996). 
McGrath (1996) also argued that 
entrepreneurial experience might increase the 
cognitive capabilities necessary to evaluate 
information, increasing their "sense-making 
ability" (Weick, 1979). Hence, an existing 
farm business can be a source of new ideas, 
through the farmer's experience gained by 
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running it andlor through the network 
developed while running the farm. Relying on 
Austrian economics, Shane (2000) suggested 
that the discovery of business opportunities is 
related to the prior laowledge of an 
individual. Ardichvili et al. (2002) also claim 
that prior knowledge, in addition to 
personality and social networks, affects 
entrepreneurial alertness. Based on this, it can 
be argued that farm-based entrepreneurship is 
the result of alert farmers discovering and 
exploiting business opportunities related to 
their prior knowledge. 
The resource-based perspective of 
entrepreneurship 
The resource-based perspective (Penrose, 
1959; Wernerfelt, 1984; Canner, 1991) was 
developed by strategic management theorists 
to understand firms, but it has also been 
successfully applied in an entrepreneurial 
setting (Rotefoss, 2001; Green et al., 1999; 
Dollinger, 1995). This perspective implies 
that organizations consist of heterogeneous 
bundles of resources. By combining such 
bundles in specific ways, a firm can create 
unique capabilities and develop (sustainable) 
competitive advantage. Resources are defined 
as both material and immaterial assets 
controlled by the firm. Resource typologies 
have been suggested both within and outside 
the resource based perspective, to include 
physical, human and organizational capital 
(Barney, 1991), financial, reputation and 
technological resources (Dollinger, 1995), 
and social capital (Greene and Brown, 1997). 
The acquisition and organisation of 
resources is a central element in starting a new 
business, while some consider it to be the 
most important aspect (Aldrich, 1999; 
Johannisson and Landstrom, 1999). An 
entrepreneur's ability to collect the necessary 
resources and combine them in a new 
business may be crucial to whether the new 
firm will come into existence. Carter (1998) 
investigated new businesses established with 
foundation in farming activities. She 
emphasized the advantages of utilizing 
capabilities connected to traditional farming 
activities when new businesses were first 
established. The farm may give access to raw 
materials and may facilitate the utilization of 
common resources for the new and the former 
business, such as localities, distribution 
channels, network contacts, etc. (Alsos and 
Ljunggren, 2002). According to the 
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resource-based perspective, a competitive 
advantage should be built based on resources 
(or combinations of resources) that are 
valuable and unique, and which cannot easily 
be imitated by competitors (Barney, 1991). If 
the farmer possesses this kind of resources 
this may be a "trigger" to start a new business 
activity. 
Method 
The level of analysis for this study is the farm 
household. The household is the basic unit of 
production and organization in agriculture, 
and several studies have identified it as the key 
element in researching and understanding 
changes within the farm sector (Eikeland and 
Lie, 1999; Fuller, 1990; Gasson and Winter, 
1992). The fact that decisions regarding the 
development of family owned micro 
businesses are most often made within the 
household (Wheelock et al., 1999), also 
makes it an appropriate unit of analysis when 
studying the process of starting a new 
business. 
The data was obtained from 16 in-depth 
interviews with farmers in two rural regions in 
Norway. Similar to most European countries, 
there have been great changes in the domestic 
agriculture sector. However, Norway being 
outside the EU, the restructuring process has 
been slower and farms are still relatively small 
compared with other European countries. 
The vast majority are family farms and most 
employ only family members. It is also quite 
common for one or more individuals in the 
household to be employed outside the farm. 
The labour market in rural areas of Norway 
has probably given better access to waged jobs 
than in other parts of Europe. In particular, a 
large public sector has been an important 
source of jobs for farm-based women, offering 
both full- and part-time employment. 
The respondents for the study were farmers 
who have started new business activities in 
addition to the farm, or are seriously 
considering doing so. In cases where the farm 
household consisted of a couple where both 
were involved in the farm andlor in the new 
business activity, both spouses were 
interviewed. This was the case in eight of the 
16 interviews. New business activities were 
defined as those that could not be categorized 
as traditional farming. The new activities were 
established after the respondents took over 
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the farm. The research sample comprised 13 both of the spouses may be involved in several 
livestock and three arable farms. of these activities. 
Findings 
The 16 farm households were categorized 
according to their main motivation to start 
new business activities. The analysis revealed 
three types of farm-based entrepreneurs, 
which were labelled as pluriactive, resource 
based and portfolio entrepreneurs (Table I). 
These differed with regard to several features 
relevant to the three theoretical perspectives 
employed, including connection to the farm, 
business goals, source of business ideas, 
resource base and source of competitive 
position. They also differed in business 
characteristics such as size, capital 
requirements, ownership and employment. 
The business could involve one or several 
family members. The household income may 
originate from farming, other business 
activities andior waged employment. One or 
The pluriactive farmer 
The pluriactive farm household comprises 
primarily farmers, in regard to their identity, 
where they put their work effort, and from 
where they get their main source of income. 
The new business activities are started in 
order to maintain or expand the farm and are 
usually closely related to it. Their strong 
commitment to farming may be a choice of 
life style, based on staying at a family farm. 
This is the case for most of the interviewees 
categorised as pluriactive farmers in this 
study. But it can also be related to a feeling of 
having no choice, either due to a sense of duty 
for maintaining farming or because they 
perceive few other opportunities. For these 
farmers, establishing new business activities is 
a way of increasing the income from the farm. 
Since growth within traditional farm 
production is restricted by quotas (millz), 
access to land or by workload during peak 
seasons, the growth has to take place in other 
Table I Three types of farm-based entrepreneurs 
The resource-exploiting 
The pluriactive farmer entrepreneur The portfol io entrepreneur 
Number o f  cases 7 5 4 
Basis o f  motivat ion Farm continuance Make the most out of Idea exploitation 
Goals 
Source o f  idea 
Relation t o  the farm 
unique resource(s) 
The new business activities are The new business activities are The new business activities are 
started in order to be able to started in order to utilize own started in order to exploit new 
sustain farming or expand the resources business ideas 
farm to be the workplace for 
more family members, which in 
both cases demands more 
income-generating activities 
The farm or the farming community Unique resource(s) connected to the Various 
farm andlor to the person(s) 
They have made a choice of The farm is a basis (as localisation) The farm is a business just like the 
living "the good farm life", they for the household, but the new new business activities. Which are 
take maintenance of the farm as business activity may be just as the most important varies 
a duty, or they see no options (or even more) important to them between cases and within each 
other than continuing farming (regarding, income, quality of life, case over time 
etc.) 
Competitive posit ion based on: Work effort of the household Unique resources Various 
Characteristics o f  new business Usually vely small Usually small, but larger than for Larger firms than the others 
activities pluriaaive 
Low capital requirements Various capital requirements Higher capital requirements 
Strongly embedded in the farming More often weakly embedded in the Often registered as separate 
activities farming activities business 
Ownership and employment only by Ownership and employment usually May include external (owners and) 
household members by family members employees 
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types of activities. They choose a new 
business activity instead of waged 
employment, since they find an off-farm job 
difficult to combine with activities at the farm, 
and also difficult to fit into their choice of life 
style. In most of these cases, both individuals 
in a couple worked on the farm. 
The new business activities started by these 
pluriactive farmers are very small and usually 
embedded in farming activities. These are not 
organized as separate firms, and both the 
income and costs are accounted for in the 
farm's financial statement (tax form). One of 
the most important considerations when 
deciding to start a new business activity is 
how it will fit into the varied workload of the 
farm. For the majority, the farm still 
contributes most to the income. For 
pluriactive farmers, a new business is a piece 
of the "livelihood jigsaw" (Wheelock et al., 
1999). The main competitive factor that these 
new business activities are based on is the 
work effort of the farmers. The business 
activity is built on the possibility of utilizing 
spare capacity at the farm (work force, 
machinery, etc.), their willingness to work for 
less or a combination of these two factors. 
The pluriactive farm household's opportunity 
search is distinguished by searching for 
something that can give an income and which 
is possible to combine with farming. These 
opportunities are often imitations of similar 
business activities run by others, and based on 
(competence andior physical) resources 
available at the farm. In some cases, ideas are 
generated externally, e.g. projects run by the 
authorities, established businesses recruiting 
suppliers or network contacts. Many of the 
interviewees had started several different 
small business activities, given up on them 
after a while and then tried new ones, in an 
effort to fmd one that proved gainful. 
The new business activities of pluriactive 
farmers contribute to the household income, 
and thus to maintaining jobs at the farm as 
well as the farm itself. Pluriactive farmers 
pursue a traditional way of living and at the 
same time they modernise it. Through this 
and their development of entrepreneurial 
activities at the farm, pluriactive farmers 
contribute to the multifunctionality of 
agriculture (Kinsella et al., 2000). 
The resource-exploiting entrepreneur 
The resource-exploiting entrepreneur is 
motivated by a wish to utilize unique 
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resource(s). This could be material as well as 
immaterial resources, such as particular 
buildings, unique premises, education, work 
experience, etc. These resources are usually 
connected to the farm andior the members of 
the household, but could also be resources in 
the local community. The resource-exploiting 
entrepreneurs have the farm as a place of 
residence for the household, but they do not 
have as strong ties to farming activities as 
pluriactive farmers. The farm usually 
contributes to a substantial part of the 
household income. The new business activity 
may be just as, or even more important than 
the farm, with regard to income, quality of 
life, job satisfaction, etc. These farm 
households choose a new business activity 
because they want to make the most of their 
own resources. They have other 
opportunities, such as wage employment or 
expansion of the farm, but these alternatives 
would not allow them to utilize their unique 
resources. The main entrepreneur often has a 
relatively small workload at the farm. 
The new business activity is often larger 
than that of the pluriactive farmer, but 
normally only employs household members. 
Usually, household members own the 
business activity. The business is not 
necessarily embedded in faming activities and 
may be located outside the farm. It may be 
organized as a separate firm or reported in a 
separate financial statement. Capital 
requirements can vary, depending on the kind 
of resources the household wishes to utilize. 
Utilization of material resources usually 
involves more capital than immaterial 
resources, such as education or work 
experience. The competitive factors that these 
new business activities are based on involve 
access to unique resources or combinations of 
resources. For instance, human capital 
resources resulting from education or work 
experience offer opportunities to start a new 
business activity. In several cases, a hobby 
combined with the farm premises gives a 
combination of resources that is valuable and 
unique, and which cannot easily be imitated 
by competitors. In such cases, the resources 
and capabilities connected to traditional 
farming activities ensure competitive 
advantages when starting a new business. 
The new business activities of the 
resource-exploiting entrepreneurs contribute 
substantially to the households' income. They 
also utilize unique, sometimes locally fixed, 
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resources. If these new business activities 
utilize resources better than before, than they 
also make a contribution to economic activity. 
The portfolio entrepreneur 
The main motivation to start a new business 
for the portfolio entrepreneurs is the wish to 
exploit a business idea. These business ideas 
do not necessarily originate in the farm's 
resources. If necessary, these entrepreneurs 
can acquire resources to exploit a business 
idea. Hence, they invest much more than the 
other two types of entrepreneurs and thereby 
take risks. These risks are not only financial, 
as they also invest their time in the new 
venture and might curtail employment in 
order to fulfil the business idea. These 
business activities are often team ventures, 
where more than one person is actively 
involved in the start-up. The teams may 
involve family members andlor other persons. 
Portfolio entrepreneurs could be described as 
having weaker ties to farming activities and 
sometimes also to the farm as a residence. In 
contrast to pluriactive farmers, they view the 
farm as a business and as such do not find it 
necessary to "keep it going" under any 
circumstances. This is shown by the fact that 
the new business has sometimes grown bigger 
than the farm (with regard to income) and has 
hence become the largest source of income for 
the household. One might say that these 
entrepreneurs have a stronger focus on 
gainfulness than the two other types. This is 
illustrated by entrepreneurs who would shift 
resources from the farm to the new business if 
they foresee a better return. These new 
businesses are often organized as separate 
units and are larger in terms of turnover and 
number of employees. Portfolio entrepreneurs 
expect these new businesses to contribute 
substantially to a household's income. They 
all claim to have consciously chosen 
self-employment rather than waged 
employment and this intrinsic aspect seems to 
be important. 
The competitive position of new businesses 
is based on the uniqueness of the idea rather 
than on work effort or specific resources. 
These entrepreneurs set out to create 
uniqueness by, e.g. differentiating their 
products from "bulk" production, using 
design, marketing the enterprise as a niche 
business and being focused on sales. Focusing 
on sales implies that these entrepreneurs have 
a market-oriented approach. They may, for 
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instance, develop products in conjunction 
with buyers and thereby adapting them to 
their specific requirements. Portfolio 
entrepreneurs are also visionary in the sense 
that they intend to further develop their 
business ideas. These entrepreneurs 
contribute to society by creating jobs and new 
economic activity. Their businesses are 
important for rural development and can be 
said to offer the type of entrepreneurial 
activity that is supported by governmental 
agencies in Norway. 
Conclusions 
We have discussed factors leading to the 
start-up of new businesses within the farm 
sector in Norway by applying three theoretical 
perspectives. The empirical data revealed 
three types of farm-based entrepreneurs: the 
pluriactive farmer, the resource-exploiting 
entrepreneur and the portfolio entrepreneur. 
By applying three theoretical perspectives, a 
number of differences were identified in 
regard to their motivations and objectives for 
starting up the new business, the source of 
their business ideas, their competitive 
positions, the connection between the new 
business and the farm, as well as other 
business characteristics. The three types of 
entrepreneurs are triggered by a diversity of 
factors and this has implications for both 
policy development and future research. 
The opportunity and the resource-based 
perspectives are rarely applied within 
agriculture research. This study shows that 
they may generate new and fruitful insights 
into the study of business pluriactivity or 
portfolio entrepreneurs in the farm sector, 
emphasising the importance of business 
opportunities and the availability of resources 
needed to recognise and exploit them. The 
rural sociology perspective might contribute 
to research by emphasising entrepreneurship 
as a strategy for household adaptation to 
changing economic conditions (Wheeloclz 
and Mariussen, 1997) and for business 
development in rural areas. 
The heterogeneity among farm-based 
entrepreneurs implies that differentiated 
initiatives are needed to increase 
entrepreneurial activities among farmers. It 
also emerges that encouraging farmers to start 
new business activities could contribute to 
different aims at society level, depending on 
1 
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which type of entrepreneurs respond to policy 
initiatives. Utilizing a multidisciplinary 
approach in this area reveals that different 
types of entrepreneurs are needed to solve 
economic as well as societal needs. All types 
of entrepreneurs can contribute to rural 
development, whether it is employment, the 
creation of economic activity from unique 
resources or the maintenance of the cultural 
landscape. 
Note 
1 Wright et al. (1998) argued that entrepreneurship is 
not only carried out through de novo businesses, 
but also through the purchase or inheritance of 
established businesses. The farm business may thus 
be seen as a result of a former (and ongoing) 
exploitation of a business opportunity, either 
through start-up, purchase or inheritance. 
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ABSTRACT 
The agriculture industry has a tradition of pluriactivity, i.e. the combination of 
farming with other gainful activities. Recently, it has been acknowledged that 
farmers who start new business activities in addition to their existing agricultural 
business(es) can be considered as postfolio entrepreneurs (Caster 1998). This study 
explores factors associated with farmers to become portfolio entrepreneurs. 
Growing attention is focusing upon the roles and contribution of portfolio 
entrepreneurs. This study is guided by the rural sociology perspective to farmers' 
pluriactivity and the entrepreneurship perspective of opportunity exploitation. 
Specifically we explore a model of the business founding process relating to three 
different milestones: intention, preparation and start-up of business activities. 
Several hypotheses are formulated and tested using logistic regression models. We 
found that entrepreneurial abilities and the farmers' capacity to recognise new 
business opportunities are significantly associated with business start-up intention, 
business preparation and actual business stast-ups. These factors may be considered 
as pull factors to entrepreneurial activities. No support regarding push-factors to 
entrepreneurial activities was found. Neither poorer conditions for farming, the 
need for more income, difficulties to find a waged job, nor supporting environment 
for business start-ups were associated with the three measures on entrepreneurial 
activities. 




Entrepreneurship is seen as a mechanism that generates wealth creation and 
therefore as a solution to problems of social and regional inequality. Evidence from 
the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) suggests that areas with high levels of 
new firm formation are associated with higher levels of prosperity (Reynolds et al. 
2001). This aggregate evidence, however, fails to specifically explore the 
contribution made by portfolio entrepreneurs who own two ore more businesses at 
the same time. In fact, no firm formation figures are distorted by the activities of 
portfolio entrepreneurs who stand for a substantial share of new business start-ups 
(Westhead & Wright 1999). Calls have been made to focus on the phenomenon and 
processes of portfolio entrepreneurship (Carter & Ram 2003). Most notably there is 
a lack of evidence relating to the motivations and behaviour of portfolio 
entrepreneurs (Westhead, Ucbasaran, & Wright 2003). Are the reasons for 
portfolio entrepreneurship found in the existing business' failing profitability or are 
the reasons found among pull factors? Are portfolio entrepreneurs 'pulled' or 
'pushed' into pursuing an additional venture? 
Agriculture is an industry with long tradition of portfolio entrepreneurship but yet 
not often focused upon in entrepreneurship research. The portfolio 
entrepreneurship 'tradition' is related to the old practice of combining farming 
activities with other sources of income, often called pluriactivity (Fuller 1990). 
Over the last decade, the promotion of entrepreneurship has been an important part 
of European agricultural policies as an instrument to increase the value creation of 
agricultural production. The restructuring of the agricultural sector as a result of 
changes in national and international policies, demands increased entrepreneurial 
activities among farmers. It has been argued that farm resources can be utilized in 
entrepreneurial activities, such as tourism or food processing, to generate increased 
economic activity in the region, and that more farmers hence should become 
portfolio entrepreneurs.' 
There is little knowledge about the factors that trigger the ownership of an 
additional business by portfolio entrepreneurs who are engaged in agricultural 
activities. We focus on the farmers and the conditions they face when they 
consider establishing an additional business. Two theoretical perspectives guide 
this study: The rural sociology perspective relating to farm-based pluriactivity 
suggests that farmers may be 'pushed' into multiple business ownership. New 
business start-ups among farmers are seen as results of unfavourable conditions, 
and the start-up of additional business activities is often understood as a response 
to the lack of opportunities for full-time employment or full time farming (Eikeland 
& Lie 1999). Conversely, the opportunity recognition perspective within 
entrepreneurship research suggests entrepreneurs will identify market 
opportunities, and will be 'pulled' into establishing an additional business to 
exploit these opportunities (Kirzner 1973, Shane & Venkataraman 2000, 
Landstrom & Johannisson 2001). 
Farm-based studies are generally solely conducted within a rural sociology 
perspective. This stream of research has focused upon the agrarian sector and how 
changes within this sector have affected farmers, including the farm households' 
pluriactivity. Pluriactivity is defined as obtaining income from more than one 
economic activity at the same time (Eikeland & Lie 1999). Farm-based enterprises 
have been seen as a survival strategy for the farm household during recession 
within the agriculture industry. However, studies have failed to acknowledge the 
opportunity side of entrepreneurial activities such as business start-ups. This has 
lead to an overemphasize on push-factors, even though some evidence also find 
pull factors to influence this kind of activities (e.g. McNally 2001). We therefore 
suggest supplementing the rural sociology perspective with an opportunity-oriented 
entrepreneurship perspective. 
Agriculture has rarely been an empirical setting for entrepreneurship and small 
business research. In fact, agriculture has often been excluded from studies within 
entrepreneurship. However, as Carter and Rosa (1998) argued, farmers are 
primarily business owner managers and studies of farmers may give important 
insight also to entrepreneurship research. Though, up to now few studies have 
taken an entrepreneurship perspective to farming, with the exception of Carter 
(1996, 1998, 1999) and Kodithuwakku and Rosa (2002). 
In this study we ask: Which factors are associated with farmers starting new 
business activities? More specifically, the following research question is explored: 
Are the likelihoods of farmers to consider, prepare and establish new business 
activities associated with the institutional environments for farming, the 
institutional environments for new business start-ups, farmers' entrepreneurial 
abilities andlor their access to business opportunities? 
The level of analysis for this study is the farm household defined as the farmer and 
hislher spouse. The household is the basic unit of production and organization in 
agriculture, and several studies show that the household is the key element in 
studying and understanding changes within the farm sector (Fuller 1990, Gasson & 
Winter 1992, Eikeland & Lie 1999). The fact that decisions regarding the 
development of family owned micro businesses most often are made within the 
household (Wheelock et al. 1999), also makes the household an appropriate unit of 
analysis when studying the process of to starting a new business. 
In the following sections, the conceptual framework of the study is discussed, 
starting with the milestones of the business founding process. Hypotheses are 
developed regarding to both 'push' factors relating to the rural sociology 
perspective and 'pull' factors relating to the opportunity recognition perspective. 
Further, the methods and measures of the study are discussed. The hypotheses are 
tested based on a survey among a representative sample of farmers in Norway. 
Finally, the findings are discussed together with the implications for practitioners 
and further research. 
THE PROCESS OF STARTING NEW BUSINESS ACTIVITIES 
Business start-up is an iterative, non-linear, and feedback driven process which 
may vary extensively between entrepreneurs (Bygrave & Hofer 199 1, Bhave 1994, 
Carter, Gartner, & Reynolds 1996). When exploring factors triggering business 
start-ups this may impact on the process in different ways. Katz (1990, 1992) 
suggests there are several phases which an entrepreneur has to address to establish 
a new firm, however not necessarily in a certain chronological order. A number of 
milestones have been identified (Block & MacMillan 1985, Katz 1992, Starr, 
Bygrave, & Tercanli 1993). Business founders may move backwards and forwards 
through different phases and activities, but reaching certain milestones may be the 
necessary demonstration to the entrepreneur herlhimself and to the surroundings 
that the process is in progress. Farmers who undertake activities and address 
milestones relating to business start-up which demonstrate to others that the 
emerging business is 'real' are more likely to manage to start new business 
activities (Carter et al. 1996). 
Following Katz (1990) we monitor farmer behaviour with regard to: 1) having an 
intention to start a business, 2) starting to prepare the business, and 3) founding the 
business. Katz argues that these milestones represent hurdles to the business start- 
up; some individuals fail to address all the hurdles and do not set up a new firm.2 
The first milestone suggests individuals need to aspire to become entrepreneurs. 
The second milestone suggests that some aspiring entrepreneurs fail to carry out 
preparation activities to try to establish a business and do not become nascent 
entrepreneurs (Reynolds & Miller 1992, Carter et al. 1996). Finally, nascent 
entrepreneurs who fail to found a new business that receives numerous sales of 
goods and services remain nascent rather than active entrepreneurs. 
PUSH-FACTORS RELATED TO THE RURAL SOCIOLOGY 
PERSPECTIVE 
Rural sociology is concerned with the study of rural communities and agriculture. 
Studies have focused on the farm or the farm household as the unit of analysis with 
regard to the role of agriculture as a mode of production in a rural society 
(Blekesaune 1997). In addition, studies have focused on agrarian restructuring. 
Specifically it has been explored how and why small scale farming survives despite 
industrialization and the capitalist transformation of the economy. Until the 1980s 
farmers, who also participated in gainful activities outside the farm, were largely 
recognized as 'part-time farmers' (Fuller 1990). Taking the household as the unit 
of social and economic analysis, studies focused on the 'pluriactive farm 
households', which are allocating resources between farm and non-farm activities 
(Efstratoglou-Todoulou 1990). Here, pluriactivity is seen as a mechanism to 
address constraints imposed by agricultural recession, as well as a survival strategy 
for the farm household (Ilbery 1991, Bowler et al. 1996, Damianos & Skuras 
1996). 
Pluriactivity studies have usually focused on income generating activities in 
general, and have often failed to make a distinction between incomes generated in 
additional jobs compared to incomes from additional businesses owned by the 
farmer. Eikeland and Lie (1999) argued that it may be useful to differentiate the 
concept of pluriactivity, and used Fuller's (1 990) separation between 'making jobs' 
(i.e. operating enterprises) and 'taking jobs'(i.e. wage earning). They found that 
pluriactivity is an important strategy in rural Norway. Approximately half of the 
pluriactive households based their incomes on 'making jobs', hence as self- 
employed. When rural sociology studies have considered the start-up of new 
business activities, these activities have been viewed as alternative farm enterprises 
(Bowler et al. 1996, Damianos & Skuras 1996), or diversification (Gasson 1988, 
Ilbery 1991, Edmond & Crabtree 1994, McNally 2001). These studies are limited 
to the study of businesses located at the farm holdings, often defined as the 
redeployment of farm resources into new products or services on the farm. Off- 
farm businesses are not taken into account with the exception of Ilbery, Healyi and 
Higginbottom (1 997). 
Reduced incomes from the farming activities can push some farmers to engage in 
pluriactivity. A link between push factors and pluriactivity has been detected. 
Bowler et al. (1996) found that the dominant reason to start searching for an 
opportunity to establish another business was the need to maintain or increase the 
income generated by the farm. Similarly, Ilbery (1991) found that the need to 
generate extra income from new sources was the main reason for diversification 
into alternative enterprises. Further, McNally (2001) found that farmers expecting 
lower profits and those that wanted to spread their risks were more likely to engage 
in diversification activities. Also Evans and Ilbery (1992) found that financial 
reasons encouraged farmers to engage in farm-based accommodation enterprises. 
They concluded that pluriactivity is an 'accumulation strategy' on large farms, but 
a 'survival strategy' for smaller farms. Following the discussion above, the 
following hypothesis is suggested: 
Hypothesis I: Farmers who perceive insufficient or reduced income from their 
farming activity are more likely to consider, prepare and establish additional 
business activities. 
Eikeland and Lie (1999) suggested that for farms located in sparsely populated 
areas, pluriactivity may constitute a way of maintaining agriculture. Here, a 
considerable proportion of the rural population find themselves in a kind of 
'classical rural economic opportunity situation' due to the lack of alternative 
employment opportunities. The combination of several income generating 
activities has often been analysed as a response to the lack of opportunities for full- 
time employment or full-time business activities. Rural areas in Norway have small 
markets and they are a considerable distance away from large population centres 
and labour markets (Eikeland & Lie 1999). The opportunities for off-farm 
employment are few, and consequently this may increase the propensity of farmers 
to consider additional business formation rather than employment. Hence, the 
following hypothesis is proposed: 
Hypothesis 2: Farmers who perceive difficulties in obtaining employment position 
off the farm andlor in combining off-farm employment with heir farming activities 
are more likely to consider, prepare and establish additional business activities. 
PULL FACTORS RELATED TO THE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
PERSPECTIVE 
Entrepreneurship as a field of research is involved with the processes of discovery, 
evaluation and exploitation of opportunities to create future goods and services, the 
sources of such opportunities, the individuals or groups of individuals who act in 
these processes and the outcomes of such entrepreneurial behaviour (Stevenson & 
Jarillo 1990, Venkataraman 1997, Shane & Venkataraman 2000, Zahra & Dess 
2001). In short, it can be summarized as creating new economic activity 
(Davidsson, Low, & Wright 2001). Farmers' additional business activities, 
understood in an entrepreneurship perspective, are viewed as a result of a process 
including identifying an opportunity, evaluating this opportunity and, if suitable 
exploiting it through the creation of a new business activity. 
An opportunity-oriented perspective on entrepreneurship emphasize the 
opportunities as the fundamental aspect of the entrepreneurial process (Eckhardt & 
Shane 2003), and entrepreneurial activities are often understood through the nexus 
of opportunities and enterprising individuals (Shane 2003). Access to opportunities 
may pull individuals to create new business activities. On the other hand, whether 
the individuals decide to pursue the opportunity depend on their evaluation of the 
opportunity. This evaluation is partly dependent on how the individuals perceive 
their own abilities to successfully pursue the opportunity, and partly on how they 
consider the environmental conditions for opportunity exploitation. 
Opportunities 
It is claimed that some entrepreneurs seem to be particularly good at discovering 
good business ideas (De Koning & Muzyka 1996, McGrath & MacMillan 2000). 
Ucbasaran and Westhead (2002) found that experienced entrepreneurs identified a 
greater amount of opportunities than novices. Shane (2000) argues that 
entrepreneurs discover opportunities related to the information that they already 
possess. Each person's idiosyncratic prior knowledge creates a "knowledge 
corridor" that allows h idher  to recognize certain opportunities, but not others 
(Ronstadt 1988, Venkataraman 1997). Experience from founding, owning and 
managing a business may give access to information and knowledge which can 
become the basis of other valuable business ideas (Ronstadt 1988, Ucbasaran & 
Westhead 2002). Further, McGrath (1996) argues that experience increase the 
cognitive capabilities to evaluate information, and hence experienced entrepreneurs 
might have larger ability to recognize and take advantage of opportunities. 
Gartner, Carter and Hills (2003) argue that opportunities are enacted, rather than 
discovered. Building upon Weick (1979), they se opportunities as an outcome of 
the sense-making activities of individuals. Opportunities are seen as emerging, that 
is they "come into existence out of the day-to-day activities of individuals." 
(Gartner et al. 2003:109). Opportunities will be occurring from activities that 
individuals are already involved with, and within a stream of other events and 
activities. Following this argument, the day to day activities as a farmer may be a 
source of which opportunities can emerge from. Since opportunities are an 
important starting-point of the entrepreneurial process, it can be argued that 
farmers who experience many opportunities coming out of their farming activities 
are more likely to be engaged in the creation of new business activities: 
Hypothesis 3: Farmers experiencing good opportunities emerging from their 
farming activities are more likely to consider, prepare and establish additional 
business activities. 
Entrepreneurial abilities 
Ardichvili, Cardozo and Ray (2003) suggested that the individual's perceived 
abilities are a critical determinant of the entrepreneurial alertness. They argued that 
the individual's optimism of his or her own ability to achieve specific, difficult 
goals is related to the opportunity identification process. This is related to the 
concept of self-efficacy (Bandura 1986, Krueger & Brazeal 1994). Krueger (2000) 
argued that increased self-efficacy lead to increased initiative and persistence, and 
thus the likelihood of succeeding with the intended action. 
Shane (2003) argues that persons with the right experience, knowledge and skills 
will "do a better job" at exploiting an opportunity. If they acknowledge these 
abilities themselves, they will be more likely to engage in the exploitation process. 
Further, this may be true also if they overestimate their entrepreneurial abilities, 
since overconfidence also encourage people to take action on their identified 
opportunities (Busenitz & Barney 1997, Busenitz 1999). 
Those farmers who perceive that they possess entrepreneurial abilities can be 
anticipated to be more alert and therefore more likely to identify opportunities, and 
can also be more likely to exploit these opportunities through starting new business 
activities, since they are confident that they are able to. Hence, the following 
hypothesis is proposed: 
Hypothesis 4: Farmers who perceive they have entrepreneurial abilities are more 
likely to consider, prepare and establish additional business activities. 
Also de facto differences in competences and skills are connected to 
entrepreneurial activities. The human capital literature in entrepreneurship has 
shown that the likelihood to engage in entrepreneurial activities differs between 
individuals depending on personal characteristics such as age, education and 
experience (e.g. Bates 1985, 1995, Cooper & Gimeno-Gascon 1992, Cooper, 
Gimeno-Gascon, & Woo 1994). First, education can be argued to increase this 
likelihood since better educated people have information and skills that may 
increase their expected returns from opportunity exploitation (Cooper & Gimeno- 
Gascon 1992, Delmar & Davidsson 2000, Shane 2003). On the other hand, 
education is also related to more valuable alternatives for income generation, which 
may lead educated people to demand higher expected results to engage in 
entrepreneurial activities (Cooper et al. 1994). Second, experience is also an 
important source for competence and skills. In particular, experience from 
currently owning and managing a business has been found to be related to the 
propensity to engage in new opportunity exploitation (Alsos & Kolvereid 1998, 
Rotefoss 2001). Third, age can be argued to increase the likelihood of engaging in 
new business activities since it incorporates the effects of experience in general. On 
the other hand, opportunity costs increases with age and also older age shorten the 
time horizon; which implies a negative impact of age on the propensity to starting 
new business activities (Shane 2003). Finally, the numbers of grown-up persons in 
the household can be associated with entrepreneurial activities, since more grown- 
ups represent more human resources in terms of work capacity, knowledge and 
skills. It has also been found that married people are more likely to engage in 
entrepreneurial activities since their spouse can contribute to the household income 
when the income from the new venture is uncertain (Shane 2003). Based on the 
above discussion, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
Hypothesis 5: Human capital variables such as education, entrepreneurial 
experience, age, and number of persons in the household are associated with the 
likelihood to consider, prepare and establish additional business activities 
Demand side issues 
The institutional environments, including the economic, political and cultural 
context, influence people's willingness to engage in entrepreneurial activities 
(Shane 2003). Favourable environments for entrepreneurship may hence increase 
the possibility that identified opportunities actually are exploited. Environmental 
conditions affect the number and kinds of business opportunities available and the 
possibility to exploit them. Davidsson (1993) showed in his study that there are 
regional variations in entrepreneurial activity and suggested that some of these 
variations could be explained by different regional cultures and attitudes towards 
entrepreneurship. 
While population ecologists (Hannan & Freeman 1977, 1989) argue that new 
business start-ups can be explained by the objective environment such as the de 
facto availability of resources, behavioural approaches to entrepreneurship 
emphasises how the subjective perception of the environment is associated with the 
decision to become an entrepreneur. Entrepreneurial behaviour is seen as 
influenced by how the environment is represented in the mind of the individual, 
and by the individual's exercise of choice (Shaver & Scott 1991). Hence, it is how 
the environment is perceived which is associated with the choice of starting a new 
business. An environment perceived as favourable in fact reduces the perceived 
risk and hence increases the desirability of starting a new business. Favourable 
environments may be conceptualized as favourable framework conditions and as 
supportive communities to business start-ups, which lead to the following 
hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 6: Farmers who perceive the framework conditions for business start- 
ups as favourable are more likely to consider, prepare and establish additional 
business activities. 
Hypothesis 7: Farmers who perceive the local community as supporting new 
business start-ups are more likely to consider, prepare and establish additional 
business activities. 
METHOD 
Data for this study was gathered through a postal survey among farmers in Norway 
administered by Statistics of Norway. Questionnaires were sent to a stratified (by 
region) random sample of 3018 farmers drawn from an agriculture census. The 
questionnaires were addressed to the (main) farm owner. 21 questionnaires were 
returned due to farm closure, and were excluded from the population. After one 
postal reminder, 1019 filled in questionnaires were returned, resulting in a response 
rate of 34 %. Respondents who failed to present complete information were 
excluded. In total, responses from 748 farm households are discussed here. No 
statistical significant response bias was detected between the respondents and the 
non-respondents with regard to age and sex of main farm holder, or type of farm 
production. However, the respondents were slightly more likely to have larger farm 
sizes than the non respondents (mean: 168 decares as compared to 154 decares). 
Farm size was not found to correlate significantly with any of the dependent 
variables. 
The questionnaire was designed to measure whether farmers had started new 
business activities in addition to their farm business. New business activities were 
defined as any business activities other than traditional farming with an annual 
turnover larger than NOK 30 000bwned  and managed by the respondent. To 
address content and face validity of the questionnaire, academics in the fields of 
entrepreneurship and farm management was asked to comment on it. Further, a 
pilot study among practising farmers with or without other business activities was 
conducted. These were contacted by members of the research team at a face-to-face 
basis. No major problems were detected but suggestions related to minor changes 
and rephrasing of questions were incorporated. 
Variables and measures 
Dependent variables 
Information relating to the intention, preparation, and start-up milestones was 
gathered based on three unidimentional dependent variables operationalised as 
follows: Intention was measured by the question: Are you or your spouse intending 
to start a new business other than farming during the next three years? Preparation 
was measured by the question: Are you or your spouse today trying to start a new 
business other than farming? Start-up was measured by the question: Are you or 
your spouse today the owner-manager of another business in addition to the farm 
business? Respondents provided yes or no responses to each question. Among the 
respondents 12.1 % reported entrepreneurial intentions, 1 1.7 % reported that they 
at the time were trying to start a business (preparation), and 30.9 % reported that 
they own another business in addition to the farm business (start-up). These 
measures are similar to the ones used by Alsos & Kolvereid (1998) and Rotefoss 
(200 1). 
Independent variables 
Ten independent variables were collected relating to five-point Likert scales where 
a response of 1 indicates strongly disagree while a score of 5 indicates strongly 
agree. 
Perceived conditions for farming. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they 
agree or disagree with the following two statements: 'The farm contributes 
sufficiently to the household income', and 'Reduced income from farming makes it 
necessary to find other sources of income'. Responses to both statements were 
highly skewed. They were therefore transformed by taking the logarithm (ln(x)) 
and the inverse logarithm (ex) respectively. 
Access to waged job. Respondents were asked to state whether they agree or 
disagree with the following two statements: 'It is difficult to find waged 
employment', and 'It is difficult to combine farming with waged employment'. 
Responses to both statements where considerably skewed. The first statement was 
therefore transformed by taking the square root, while the second statement was 
squared. 
Perceived external environmental conditions for business start-up. Respondents' 
perceptions of the environment for business start-ups were explored with reference 
to thirteen statements. Principal component factor analysis was used to identify the 
following four independent variables: 'favourable governmental policies', 
'complicating laws and regulations', 'well-functioning business network', and 
'supporting local community' (Appendix 1). Component scores relating to the four 
components were considered as independent variables. 
Perceived entrepreneurial opportunities and abilities. Respondents' perception of 
their own abilities and opportunities to start a business was explored with reference 
to eight statements. Principal component factor analysis was used to identify the 
following two variables: 'perceived abilities to start a business' and 'perceived 
opportunities from experience as a farmer' (Appendix 1). Component scores 
relating to the two components were considered as independent variables. 
Human capital. Age of the respondent, educational attainment (number of years 
after primary school) and whether the household was a couple or a single person, 
were selected as variables to measure human capital. For households consisting of 
couples, age was measured as the mean age of the two persons, while education 
was measured as the education of the person with the longest education. The 
educational attainment variable was highly skewed, and each response was 
transformed by taking the square root. In addition, 'current portfolio entrepreneur' 
was used as an independent variable in the models for intention and preparation. 
The measure of this variable was equal to the measure of the dependent variable 
'start-up'. 
Table 1 summarizes the demographic characteristics and VIF values for all 
variables. Due to multicollinearity, the variable 'The farm contributes sufficiently 
to the household income' was not included in the analysis. There were no serious 
multicollinearity between the remaining variables; all VIF-values were below 1.2. 
Table 2 summarizes the correlations between the variables. 
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
ANALYSIS 
Logistic regression models were calculated to test for multivariate relationship 
between the dependent and the independent variables. We calculated one model for 
each of the dependent variables; intention of new business start-up, preparation of 
new business start-up and actual start-up of new business activities (see table 3). 
The three models were all highly significant. 
INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
Table 3 shows that the variables related to conditions for farming and access to 
waged job gave no significant impact in the models of to entrepreneurial intention 
and preparation. In the start-up model, the two variables related to access to waged 
employment are significant but negative and not positive as hypothesized. Those 
who perceived waged job as difficult to get or difficult to combine were less likely 
to start a new business in addition to the farm. This indicates that farmers with 
many resources are more likely to become portfolio entrepreneurs, even though 
they believe they could have a waged job if they wanted to. Hence, hypotheses 1 
and 2 are not supported. 
Further, table 3 shows that the variables related to perceived opportunities give a 
highly significant impact both in the intention and in the preparation model. Also in 
the start-up model the beta value of perceived opportunities is positive, but her it is 
not statistically significant. The results indicate that farmer who experience new 
business opportunities emerging from their farming activities are more likely to 
start an entrepreneurial process by considering and preparing a start-up of new 
business activities in addition to farming. Hypothesis 3 is partly supported. 
Entrepreneurial abilities show significant impact in all three models in table 3. 
Perceived entrepreneurial abilities seem to be strongly associated with both 
considering, preparing and establishing new business activities. Hypothesis 4 is 
thus supported. Regarding the human capital variables, age shows a significant B in 
all the three models, indicating that younger farmers are more likely to have 
intentions, preparing and actually start a new business in addition to the farm. 
However, the average age of farmers included in the study is 47, which indicates 
that younger farmers in this aspect are not youngsters, but more like middle-aged. 
Level of education is significant at the 10% level in the model explaining 
intentions, indicating that higher educated farmers more often have entrepreneurial 
intentions. Among the human capital variables, current portfolio entrepreneurship 
is the on with the largest impact in the models. The variable is highly significant in 
both the intension and the preparation model, indicating that farmers that all ready 
own and manage one additional activity in addition to the farm are more likely to 
consider and prepare for another business activity. Whether the farm household 
consist of a single person or a couple show no significant impact in the model. 
Following these results, hypothesis 5 is partly supported. 
Table 3 shows that the variables related to demand side issues such as framework 
conditions and local community do not have significant impact in the preparation 
and start-up model. In the intention model, the variable 'complicating laws and 
regulations' shows a significant impact at the 10 % level in the hypothesized 
direction, indicating that farmer who perceive the laws and regulations for new 
business start-ups as complicating, are less likely to consider such start-ups. The 
variable 'well-functioning business network' gives a significant impact in the 
opposite direction of hypothesis 7, indicating that farmers perceiving business 
networks to be well-functioning are less likely to consider business start-up. 
Hypothesis 6 is only weakly supported, while hypothesis 7 gains no support from 
the analysis. 
DISCUSSION 
The present study has investigated factors associated with farm households 
considering, preparing and establishing new business activities in addition to the 
farm. Hypothesis developed from the rural sociology perspective of farm 
pluriactivity as well as the opportunity perspective of entrepreneurship, have been 
tested using a mail survey of a representative sample of farmer in Norway. The 
results indicate that intention of starting new business activities are more likely 
among farmers which are younger, well educated and who currently are portfolio 
entrepreneurs (i.e. own and manage at least one business activity in addition to the 
farm). Farmers with entrepreneurial intentions are more likely believe they have 
the entrepreneurial abilities needed to start new business activities, and are slightly 
less prone to perceives laws and regulations for business start-ups as complicating 
than other farmers. Finally, these farmers to a larger extent than others experience 
new business opportunities emerging from their farming activities. Preparation of 
new business activity start-up is found to be more likely among younger farmers 
who currently are portfolio entrepreneurs. Farmers preparing business start-ups 
seem to be more confident with their own entrepreneurial abilities and are also able 
to see more business opportunities arising from their farming experiences, than 
other farmers. Actual business start-ups are found to be associated with younger 
farmers who strongly believe in their entrepreneurial abilities and who also believe 
they are relatively attractive in the labour market. All in all, the findings seem to 
emphasize opportunity pull rather than necessity push as the dominant mechanism 
for portfolio entrepreneurship in the farm sector. 
The rural sociology perspective emphasizes other business activities in addition to 
the farm as an adaptation strategy farmers may chose when the conditions for 
farming are changing. This study gave no support for this view. Rather, it was the 
pull factors relating to business opportunities as well as entrepreneurial abilities 
and experience, which most strongly differed farmers considering, preparing and 
establishing new business activities from other farmers. This may indicate that 
difficult conditions for farming and reduced incomes are not sufficient factors for 
starting new business activities. The tendency to find the conditions for farming as 
unsatisfactory and to experience reduced income from farming activities were 
widespread among the farmers in the sample (see table l),  while only some of them 
considered entrepreneurial activities as an option. In a study of farms in Scotland, 
Edmond and Crabtree (1994) found that negative conditions in agriculture act as a 
push factor for take up of off-farm waged employment, but not for staring new 
businesses at the farm. For starting new businesses, the regional opportunities 
measured as closeness to a larger market, were more important. This is in line with 
our findings suggesting that the farmers who consider and prepare for business 
start-up process possess abilities to recognise and exploit opportunities evolving 
from the farming experience. Establishing new business activities are also more 
likely among farmers with entrepreneurial abilities. The finding that farmers with 
additional business activities also find themselves more attractive on the labour 
market than other farmers, indicates that it is the most competent and resourceful 
farmers who go into new business activities. This is also in line with Edmond and 
Crabtree (1994) who found off-farm work to be higher in regions where off-farm 
work opportunities would be expected to be low. 
Limitations and suggestions 
This exploratory study is cross sectional and measure only three milestones of the 
start-up process. To gain further understanding of how different factors affect the 
different parts of the process, longitudinal studies following the potential 
entrepreneur trough the process from intention, preparation and to actual start-up 
are needed. Further, more qualitative in-depth studies are needed to further 
understand how the perceptions are related to actual environments and actual 
opportunities, and also on how perceptions are created. 
This study has looked into the factors associated with farmers becoming portfolio 
entrepreneurs. Further studies should also investigate whether portfolio 
entrepreneurship is a fruitful strategy for farmers resulting in better achievements 
than pursuing the stick-to-farming-only strategy. Further, the motivation of 
portfolio entrepreneurs may range from those who move their invested capital 
between various enterprises depending on the market conditions, to those who 
diversify their economic activities to cover both productive and distributive 
functions, to those who pursue the only available survival strategy for marginal 
businesses (Carter & Ram 2003). For a deeper understanding of the phenomena 
investigated here, future studies should include such motivational aspects. 
Implications for further research 
This study shows that the entrepreneurship perspective may bring new and possibly 
fruitful angles into the study of business pluriactivity in the farm sector, 
emphasizing the importance of business opportunities and entrepreneurial abilities. 
By focusing not primarily on conditions for farming and characteristics with the 
farm and the farmers, but also emphasizing the entrepreneurial mindset; the ability 
to see and utilize new business opportunities, new knowledge can be created about 
why and how conventional farms are developed into pluriactive entrepreneurial 
entities. Further, the study shows the importance of differentiating between waged 
employment and new business start-ups when discussing pluriactivity in the farm 
sector. 
The findings from the study indicates that the farmers who possess abilities to 
recognise and exploit opportunities are able to reorganize their resources into new 
areas when appropriate, utilizing their 'entrepreneurial mindset' (McGrath & 
MacMillan 2000). This is in line with Carter's (1996:349) claim that: 'Farmers are 
primarily businessmen who have always sought to respond to market opportunities. 
If changing market demands present non-agricultural opportunities for which farm 
resources can be used to advantage, farmers will respond. '. There is thus no need 
to exclude farmers from studies in the entrepreneurship field of research, since 
farmers seem to organize their businesses and manage their opportunities in the 
same way as other business owners. In this sense, the results support the view 
within entrepreneurship research that opportunity is a crucial aspect of the 
entrepreneurial process (Kirzner 1979, Shane & Venkataraman 2000, Alvarez & 
Busenitz 2001, Ardichvili et al. 2003). Moreover, they support the suggestion that 
existing entrepreneurs have access to new business opportunities from their 
entrepreneurial experience which might be developed into new businesses 
(Ronstadt 1988, McGrath 1996). 
The present research suggests that history matters. New opportunities arising from 
the present (farm) business activities and form the basis of new business activities, 
and a portfolio of business activities may develop over time. The identification of 
new opportunities is path dependent (Alvarez & Busenitz 2001). Further, new 
business activities may be grounded upon assets developed through the history of 
prior and current entrepreneurial actions, including knowledge and capabilities 
developed from their prior owner-management experiences. 
Implications for practitioners and policy makers 
The last decade, the pursuit of farm-based entrepreneurship has been an important 
aspect of European agricultural policies as an instrument to increase the value 
creation from the agriculture production. Entrepreneurship is seen as a possible 
solution for farmers experiencing the restructuring of the sector following changes 
in national and international policies. If entrepreneurial activity is the goal, the 
results from this study suggest that promotion of new business activity start-up 
should focus upon increasing farmers' competence and abilities to carry out 
entrepreneurial activities, as well as at bringing forth business opportunities. Policy 
makers should notice the waged employment and portfolio entrepreneurship are 
two separate strategies for farmers wanting to increase their incomes. These 
strategies seem to be related to different contextual factors and also to different 
attitudes and abilities of the farmers. Policy efforts to support farm diversification 
should take these differences into account and should also focus more upon the 
internal resources of the entrepreneur and the farm. An unbalanced focus on the 
need for more income, may lead farmers into waged employment rather than 
entrepreneurship. 
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NOTES 
I This farm business is a result of a former (and ongoing) exploitation of a business 
opportunity; either through start-up, purchase or inheritance (see Wright, Westhead, & Soh1 
1998). Farmers starting a new business in addition to the farm may therefore be viewed as 
portfolio entrepreneurs (Carter 1998). 
2 Katz's (1 990) model originally discussed hurdles towards self-employment, but has been 
utilized with regard to business formation (Alsos & Ljunggren 1998, Rotefoss 2001, 
Rotefoss & Kolvereid 2002). Here, the model is adapted to consider the behaviour of 
farmers who already own a farm business and desire to start and own additional business 
activities (see also Alsos & Kolvereid 1998). 
' ~ ~ ~ r o x .  € 3 800. NOK 30 000 equals the limit for VAT registration in Norway. 
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APPENDIX 1 - PRINCIPAL COMPONENT ANALYSES 
Perceived external environmental conditions for business start-up. Respondents' 
perceptions of the environment for business start-ups were explored with reference 
to thirteen statements. The respondents should state whether they agree or disagree 
with each statement relating to a five-point scale. Principal component analysis was 
used to identify the following four independent variables: 'favourable 
governmental policies', 'complicating laws and regulations', 'well-functioning 
business network', and 'supporting local community' (Table 4). Some of the items 
depart from the normality assumption. This may diminish the observed 
correlations, but this is not a problem when statistical significance tests are not 
applied to the factors (Hair et al. 1998). The measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) 
is 0.80 for the total analysis, and ranging from 0.682 to 0.865 for the included 
items, which indicates that a factor analysis is appropriate. The four factors 
represented a cumulative variance of 70.7 %, and had all Eigenvalues larger than 1. 
All factors gave Chronbach's alphas above 0.75 in a reliability test. 
INSERT TABLE 4 APPROXIMATELY HERE 
Perceived entrepreneurial opportunities and abilities. Respondents' perception of 
their own abilities and opportunities to start a business was explored with reference 
to eight statements. Principal component analysis was used to identify the 
following two variables: 'perceived abilities to start a business' and 'perceived 
opportunities from experience as a farmer' (Table 5). The measure of sampling 
adequacy (MSA) is 0.86 for the total analysis, and ranging from 0.834 to 0.894 for 
the included items, which indicates that a factor analysis is appropriate. The two 
factors represented 69.2 % of the variance, and both had Eigenvalues larger than 1. 
Reliability statistics gave Chronbach's alphas above .S0 for both scales. 
INSERT TABLE 5 APPROXIMATELY HERE 
Table 1 Demographic characteristics and VIF values 
VIF-values 2 = after removing 'gives sufficient income' from the analysis 
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Table 4 Principal component 
My impression is that the 
government is positive to new 
business start-ups among farmers 
My impression is that the 
government assists farmers who start 
a new business 
My impression is that agricultural 
policies support farmers who start 
new businesses 
My opinion is that regulations and 
bureaucracy complicate new 
business start-ups among farmers 
My opinion is that duties and taxes 
make it difficult to own a business in 
addition to farming 
My impression is that the local 
municipality policies complicate 
bus. start-ups among farmers 
If starting a new business: My 
network within agriculture would be 
of good help 
If starting a new business: My 
network in the local community 
would be of good help 
My impression is that there is a good 
network among portfolio farmers 
In my local community starting a 
business is positively regarded 
In my local community innovation 
and entrepreneurship is seen as the 
source to success 
Entrepreneurs are looked up to in 
my local comm. 
Farmers who start a new business 
are looked up to 
Eigenvalue 
% of variance 
Reliability test of scales 
Chronbach's alpha 
Mean correlation between items 
Descriptive statistics for scales 
Mean 
Standard error 




































































Table 5 Principal component analysis, perceived abilities and opportunities. 
Factor loadings less than .S are suppressed. 
1 have got the necessary knowledge to start a new 
business 
I believe I could handle the insecurity related to 
starting a new business 
I know how to get information about the market 
1 am sure I would manage to start a new business if 
1 tried to do so 
My experience from farming has helped me see 
many good business opportunities 1 would not 
otherwise have recognized 
Farming is a good starting-point for new business 
start-up 
If I wanted to start a new business in addition to the 
farm, 1 have got several business opportunities to 
choose from 
My network as a farmer gives access to several 
good business opportunities 
Eigenvalue 
% of variance 
Reliability test of scales 
Chronbach's alpha 
Mean correlation between items 
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OPPORTUNITIES AND PRIOR KNOWLEDGE: 
A STUDY OF EXPERIENCED ENTREPRENEURS 
Gry Agnete Abos, Nordlund Reseurch Instttute, Norway 
E'irpi Kaikkonen, University of Kuopio, Finland 
This study investigates how opportunity generation is related to the prior knowledge base of expe- 
rienced entrepreneurs. The paper explores how prior knowledge is used in the process of oppor- 
tunity generation and whether this varies dependent on how opportunities come into existence. 
Opportunities may be the result of serendipity or deliberate search, and may be (objectively) dis- 
covered or (subjectively) created. Combining these two axes gave four types of processes: oppor- 
tunity discovery, opportunity search, opportunity creation, and opportunity occurrence. Rased on 
interviews of farm-based entrepreneurs in Finland and Norway, it is detected that different pro- 
cesses of opportunity generation related to the situations of the entrepreneurs, their former expe- 
riences, and their social networks. 
Opportunities are central to entrepreneurial activities. Without opportunity there is no entre- 
preneurship. Until recently this aspect has been offered quite little attention in the literature. 
However, the last decade or so there has been a growing interest into the process of opportunity 
generation, resulting in a number of published studies in the area. This growing interest in op- 
portunities has resulted in thoughtful discussions about definitions of opportunity as a concept 
(Gartner, Carter, & Hills, 2003), exploration of opportunity generation processes (Corbett, 2002; 
Craig & Lindsay, 200 1; Shepherd & DeTienne, 200 l; Shepherd & Levesque, 2002) and opportunity 
exploitation processes (Samuelsson, 200 l), as well as the value of the opportunity concept to en- 
trepreneurship research (Eckhardt & Shane, 2003; Gartner et al., 2003; Kirzner, 1997). However, in 
spite of a growing amount of published work focusing on entrepreneurial opportunities, there is 
by now offered little empirical exploration or investigation in this area. 
One of the main puzzles research relating to entrepreneurial opportunities have dealt with is 
why, when and how some persons generate opportunities while others do not (Shane &Venkatara- 
man, 2000). Shane (2000) argues that entrepreneurs discover opportunities related to their prior 
knowledge. This is in line with McGrath (1996) and Ronstadt (1988) who both argue that existing 
entrepreneurs may have access to opportunities others could not detect because of the specific 
knowledge they have generated from their entrepreneurial experiences. Recent literature on ha- 
bitual entrepreneurship also indicate that opportunity generation may be fuelled by knowledge 
resulting from prior entrepreneurial experience (Ucbasaran, Howorth, & Westhead, 2000; Ucbasa- 
ran & Westhead, 2002). 
Two central debates within the opportunity literature are whether opportunities are the result 
of serendipity or deliberate search (eg. Chandler, Dahlquist, & Davidsson, 2002; Gaglio & Katz, 
2001), and whether they are objectively discovered or subjectively created (eg. Gartner et al., 2003). 
Prior knowledge can be assumed to affect both the ability to search for useful information and the 
ability to take advantage of elements of coincidence or luck. Further, both discovery and creation 
of opportunities may be supported by the prior knowledge of the discovererlcreator. We argue that 
these two debates not solely represent different ontological views, but may also be considered as 
illustrate the heterogeneity of opportunity detection processes. Goth elements of search and coin- 
cidence, as well as elements of discovery and creation may be included in such processes. These 
four concepts may he viewed as placed un different ends of two axes describing the variety of opp- 
ortunity generation situations. 
The study of Chandler et al. (2002) indicates that the type of opportunity detection process 
may impact the subsequent implementation processes. Studies have found that prior knowledge 
impact opportunity generation (Shane, 2000; Shepherd & DeTienne, 2001 1. We suggest that also 
this relationship may differ depending on the type of opportunity generation process. 
The aim of this paper is twofold. Firstly, taxonomy of opportunity generation processes is de- 
veloped. Secondly, the link between prior knowledge and new opportunities is explored based on 
opportunity stories of experienced farm-based entrepreneurs. Differences in use of prior know- 
ledge depending on the type of opportunity generation process are discussed. 
The structure of the paper is as follows: First, the two axes of opportunity generation processes 
are discussed in light of present literature. This discussion ends with the development of taxono- 
my. Further, the relationship between prior knowledge and opportunity generation is discussed. 
After a brief account of the method of the study, the developed taxonomy is used to categorize the 
opportunity processes developed from the empirical data. Then, an analysis of the use of prior 
knowledge relating to the different types of opportunity processes is conducted. Finally, the con- 
clusions and implications of the study are discussed. 
Business Opportunity 
A business opportunity can be seen as a potential to serve customers differently and better than 
they are being served at present (Wickham, 2001). Opportunity may appear as an imprecisely- 
defined market need, or as un- or under-employed resources or capabilities (Kirzner, 1997). Shane 
and Venkataraman (2000) argue that "Entrepreneurial opportunities are those situations in which 
new goods, services, raw materials, and organizing methods can be introduced and sold at a great- 
er price than their cost of production", and thereby linking their concept of opportunities both to 
Schumpeter (1934) and Casson (1982). 
Shane (2003:18) defines an entrepreneurial opporhlnity as "a situation in which a person can cre- 
ate a new means-ends framework for recombining resources that the entrepreneurs beliews will yield 
a profit': He emphasizes that opportunities are not necessardy profitable, bnd may differ significan- 
tly in expected value. Viewing opportunities ex ante an eventual exploitation, it is difficult to tell their 
\v.lue. For opportunity to be a construct that can be examined, and even to exi~t, it must be identifi- 
able before it is exploited (Gaglio & Katz, 2001; Singh, 2001). Further, entrepreneurs will act upon 
opportunities only if they themselves perceive them to be (potential profitable) opportunities. 
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Opportunities begin unformed and become developed through time. They may begin as simple 
concepts and become more elaborated as developed by the entrepreneur (Ardichvili, Cardow, & 
Ray, 2003). The opportunity detection process is a process of lorming and transforming, and 
change is a fundamental part of it (Ilench & Sandberg, 2000). Opportunities can therefore best be 
described as processes of opportunity generation or development. Such processes are the focus of 
this study. 
Opportunities as Result of Active Search or Serendipity 
One central question within the opportunity literature is whether entrepreneurial opportuni- 
ties are the result of serendipity or deliberate research (Gaglio & Katz, 2001). Some authors have 
emphasized information search as a central element of opportunity generation. Rased on the work 
of Stiegler (1952), Caplan (1999) argues that opportunity identification is the outcome of a suc- 
cessfid rational search process. Shaver and Scott (1991) argue that entrepreneurs identify oppor- 
tunities as a result of superior information processing ability, search techniques or scanning be- 
haviour. Also Fiet (1996) places the investment in information at the centre of opportunity 
discovery. 
Kir~ner (1997) argues that discovery of opportunities is neither a result of deliberate search for 
information (relating to standard search theory) nor a result of pure chance. In stead it is some- 
thing in between: the result of alertness to possible opportunities: 
"iVithout knowing what to look for, without deploying any deliberate search technique, the 
entrepreneur is at all times scanning the horizon, as it were, ready to make discoveries. Each 
such discovery will be accompanied by a sense of surprise" (Kirzner, 1997:72). 
The view of opportunity discovery as happening without deliberate search is shared by several 
authors (Eckhardt &Shane, 2003; Gaglio & Katz, 2001; Kaish & Gilad, 1991; Shane, 2000). 
According to this view, opportunity detection is seldom only the result of pure luck. As Friedel 
(2001) put it: "serendipity is no accident:' However, it might be argued that the process of oppor- 
tunity generation may be more or less pushed by an actively searching entrepreneur. Depending 
on the extent of search activity, we might ident~fy different types of opportunity detection pro- 
cesses (Chandler et al., 2002). We see such processes varying along an axis where active search and 
passive luck represent the two extreme points. 
Opportunities as Objective Realities or Subjective Creations 
Another central debate is whether opportunities are objective realities or subjective creations, 
related to the questions: are opportunities discovered or created? Shane & Venkataraman (2000) 
argue that opportunities themselves are objective phenomena but that they are not known to all 
parties at all times. Some persons are more able to recognize andlor exploit particular opportuni- 
ties than others due to the heterogeneity in individuals' sensitivity to opportunities. These indi- 
vidual differences may come from variations in individuals' genetic makeup, background and ex- 
perience, andtor in the amount and type of information they possess (Ardichvili et al., 2003). 
According to Casson (1982), individuals differ in their access to information, and that the essence 
of the entrepreneur is to have a different perception of the situation (because of perceived differ- 
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ence in the totality of information). The ability to discover opportunities demands the possession 
of the necessary information as  well as the cognitive ability to evaluate the information. Opportu- 
nities are therefore both the result of environmental conditions and the result of entrepreneurial 
ability as well as access to and processing of information (Ucbasaran et al., 2000). In this perspec- 
tive entrepreneurial experience could be the source of relevant information needed to discover an 
opportunity, and/or as a way of increasing the ability to process information, and hence the alert- 
ness to opportunities. 
Against this objectivistic view, Ardichvili et al. (2003) argue that while elements of opportuni- 
ties may be "recognized': opportunities are made, not found. ,Use De Koning (1999) holds the 
view that opportunities are formed, rather than discovered or identified. Hench and Sanbrrg 
12000) state that opportunities exist in the mind of the entrepreneur a5 creative constructions. 
Gartner et al. (2003) argue that opportunities are enacted. Building upon Weick (1979), they see 
opportunities as an outcome of the sense-making activities of individuals. This follows a view of 
the environments as socially constructed, subjective and a product of the actions of individuals. 
Opportunities are seen as emerging, that is they "come into existence out of the day-to-day activi- 
ties of individuals." (Gartner et al., 2003:109). Opportunities will be occurring from activities that 
individuals are already involved with, and within a stream of other events and activities. 
These two views represent different ontological perspectives viewing the world as consisting of 
objective facts or of subjective constructions. However, several authors argue that opportunity 
generation processes may both include the recognition of objective facts and construction of sub- 
jective believes. Emphasis is put on the subjective perception of (objective) resources, market needs, 
etc. (Eckhardt & Shane, 2003; Shaver Pr Scott, 1991), or on (obiective) information and the indi- 
viduals (subjective) ability to learn from this information (Corbett, 2002). Elements of opportuni- 
ties may be recognized, even if most of the process is about creation (Ardichv-ili et al., 2003). We 
argue that opportunity generation processes may include both discovering and creating elements. 
Opportunities may be seen as varying along an axis where pure objective discovery and subjective 
creation represent the two extreme points. 
Taxonomy of Opportunity Generation E'rocesses 
By now we have identified two axes describing the heterogeneity of opportunity generation 
processes: the active-passive axis and the subjective-objective axis. The combination of these two 
axes makes it possible to separate between four broad categories of processes (Figure 1): opportu- 
nity discovery (passive-objective), opportunity search (active-objective), opportunity creation 
(active-subjective) and opportunity occurrence (passive-subjective). Opportunity discovery takes 
place when the opportunity objectively exists, and it can be recognized by the entrepreneur even 
though (s)he is not actively searching. Opportunity search supposes for more active search for find- 
ing a business opportunity, considering that the opportunity can be objectively recognized. Op- 
portzrnity creation and opportunity occurrence on the other hand are the opportunity generation 
processes in which the entrepreneur's (subjective) abilities, experiences, prior knowledge and ac- 
tions make the opportunities to come into existence. The opportunities are therefore formed rath- 
er than recognized. The difference between these two categories lies in the extent of active search. 
Opportunity creation takes place when the entrepreneur actively searches for a business opportu- 
nity and uses her subjective capacity and resources to create the opportunity. In some cases the 
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opportunity can occur due to entrepreneur's special skills and resources, even though (slhe is not 
actively looking for (this particular) opportunity, i.e. opportunity occurrence. 
The Role of Prior Knowledge and Experience 
Entrepreneur's personality traits, social networks, and prior knowledge are seen as antecedents 
of entrepreneurial alertness to business opportunities. Entrepreneurial alertness, in its turn, is a 
necessary condition for the success of the opportunity identification triad: recognition, develop- 
ment and evaluation (Ardichvili et al., 2003). Shane argues that entrepreneurs discover opportu- 
nities related to the information that they already possess. They discover opportunities because 
prior knowledge triggers recognition of the value of the new information (Shane, 2000). Each 
person's idiosyncratic prior knowledge creates a "knowledge corridor" that allows him/her to rec- 
ognize certain opportunities, but not others (Ronstadt, 1988; Venkataraman, 1997). According to 
Kirzner (19731, entrepreneurs are selling not just products, but, rather, their knowledge, the abil- 
ity to assemble resources, and the resources already available to them. This perspective allows en- 
- A 
trepreneurs to move away from analyzing what isio discussion of what is possible, and opens an 
opportunity for entrepreneurial discovery (Ardichvili et al., 2003). 
IIabitual entrepreneurs are stated to be particularly good at recognising and developing op- 
portunities (MacMillan, 1986; McGrath, 1996; McGrath & MacMillan, 2000). Founding and run- 
ning of a business may give access to information and lcnowledge which become the basis of new 
business ideas Ronstadt (1988:31) suggests that "the mere act of starting a venture enables entre- 
preneurs to see other venture opportunities they could neither see nor take advantage of until they 
had started their initial venture". McGrath (1996) argues that entrepreneurs with access to a large 
end well-functioning network, for instance through an existing business, probably will have access 
to a large number of good "shadow options': i.e. latent business ideas. Also Singh et al. (1999) state 
that a large social network with many weak ties going beyond close friends and family, relates 
positively to idea identification and opportunity recognition. 
Further, entrepreneurial experience may also increase the cognitive capabilities to evaluate this 
information. McGrath ( 1996) suggests that experienced entrepreneurs often will have larger abil- 
ity to recognize and take advantage of such latent ideas, since their experience increases their 
sense-making ability. An existing business can therefore be a source of new business ideas both in 
it self, through the entrepreneurs experience with it, as well as through the network developed 
through the owner-management of the business. Hence, existing owner-managers may possess 
information ahout business opportunities that are hidden for others. In their view of opportunity 
recognition as a creative process, Hills, Shrader and Lumpkin (1999), argue that this process starts 
in the base of experience and knowledge of the entrepreneur. 
According to Shane (2000) three major dimensions of prior knowledge are important to the 
process of entrepreneurial discovery: prior knowledge of markets, prior knowledge of ways to 
serve markets, and prior knowledge of customer problems. Prior entrepreneurial experience pro- 
vides a source of information and skills which are useful also to the pursuit of opportunity (besi- 
des the recognition of opportunity). Shane (2003:95) argues that general business experience, in- 
dustry experience, functional experience in marketing, product development or management, and 
previous start-up experience all provide some of the information and skills that increase the likeli- 
hood of opportunity exploitation. 
Overall, it seems that prior experience contributes to opportunity generation processes in at 
least two ways: through the knowledge and skills gained from the experience, andlor from a broad- 
ened social network. However, the heterogeneity of opportunity generation processes as suggested 
above, encouragc an exploration of a possible variation between in the role of prior knowledge 
relating to the type of process in question. 
Research Questions 
This exploratory study addresses the following broad research question: How is opportunity 
recognition related to the prior knowledge base of experienced entrepreneurs? More specifically, 
the study will explore: 
Can the four suggested types of opportunity generation processes be identified 
empirically? 
What characterizes and differentiates the four types of processes? 
In what way is prior knowledge and experience of the entrepreneur related to the four 
types of processes? 
METHOD 
The data for this study consist of qualitative long in-depth interviews (McCracken, 1988) of 
thirty-one farm-based entrepreneurs in Finland and Norway. The informants were farmers who 
have started new business activities in addition to the farm, or are seriously considering doing so. 
In the cases the farm household consisted of a couple who both were involved in the farm audlor 
in the new business activity, both spouses were interviewed when possible. During the interviews, 
they were asked how business opportunities had come into existence in their lives. The stories re- 
vealed several opportunity detection episodes where some of the opportunities were rejected, 
some resulted in new ventures, and some are still being considered for the future. These opportu- 
nities were included in the study regardless of the present outcome of them, since focusing only on 
opportunities that are carried out may cause scholars to overlook a large number of venture pos- 
sibilities that were seriously considered by an entrepreneur (Fiet, 1996:421). 
The origin of this study is in two separate but similar studies conducted in Norway and Finland, 
both focusing on rural micro firms. The interviewed farm-based entrepreneurs were located in the 
Northern Savo region in Finland and the Nordland and the Msre regions in Norway. These re- 
gions have many similarities, for instance their rurality and their dependence on primary produc- 
tion and small businesses. But there are also differences, not least regarding the different policy 
efforts of Finland, as an EU member, and Norway. 
In an analysis of farms in the UK using a small business approach, Carter and Rosa (1998) 
found that farms share many of the characteristics of other rural enterprises. They argued that the 
similarities are likely to increase over time, and that the farm sector should not he excluded in 
analysis of rural small firms. Farmers have experience, often through generations, from self em- 
ployment, and they have historically been known for commitment to independence and entrepre- 
neurial ideals (Carter, 1996). In accordance with these arguments, we see farmers as primarily 
business owner managers. However, the restructuring of the farm sector as a result of policy chan- 
ges, may motivate farmers to considering new business opportunities. 
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The level ofanalysis for this study is the entrepreneurial opportunity. An opportunity is defined 
as a perceived situation where a good andior a service can be introduced which the entrepreneur 
believes wiU yield a profit. One entrepreneur may detect several opportunities, and therefore the 
interviews of thirty-one entrepreneurs (or couples) gave us a data consisting of fifty-nine oppor- 
tunity generation processes. The opportunities were categorized according to the passive-active 
and objective-subjective axes, using the following procedure: Each opportunity was first catego- 
rized separately by each of the authors. Secondly the categorizations were compared. In the cases 
of disagreement, the categorization was discussed between the authors until an agreement was 
reached. 
Identifying Types of Opportunity Generation Processes 
Each of the fifty-nine opportunity generation processes identified from the stories of thirty-one 
farm-based entrepreneurs were categorized according to the passive-active and the objective-sub- 
jective axes, and thereby to the four type taxonomy (Figure 2).  We found opportunity generation 
processes of each category from both Finnish and Norwegian firms. In category opportunity dis- 
coverywere placed 17 opportunitygeneration processes (9 Finnish, and 8 Norwegian), in opportu- 
n i v  search category 17 (10 Finnish, 7 Norwegian), in opportunity creatiorr category 13 (7 Finnish, 
6 Norwegian), and in opportnnity occurrence 12 ( 5  Finnish, 7 Norwegian). Thus, all four types of 
opportunity generation processes from the developed taxonomy where identified in the empirical 
data. 
The opportunity stories also revealed that the opportunity generation process may change, start- 
ing as one type of process and then moving to another type. I11 the empirical data there were ex- 
amples of generation processes starting as discovery or search, and then moving more in the direc- 
tion of creation. However, most of the processes in this empirical data seemed to stay within the 
same category. 
Characteristics of Opportunity Generation Categories 
A more detailed investigation of the opportunity generation processes related to each of the 
four categories, revealed that opportunities in each category have some similar features which dif- 
fer from opportunities m other categories. The detected characteristics of each of the four catego- 
ries are described below: 
Opportunities in the category opportunity discovery are often related to pluriactive farms, where 
new business opportunities are considered as a way to increase the income for the owning family. 
Exploiting business opportunities are seen as an alternative to searching for waged employment. 
The opportunities are typically related to something which traditionally has been done in farms 
such as small-scale food-processing and farm-tourism. The farm resources are often central also 
to the new opportunities. Opportunities are often something generally talked about; pushed by 
government policies or imitations of other local (farm-based) business activities. Some of these 
opportunities were "given" to the entrepreneurs from others (group in the down-corner). These 
opportunities are originally "seen" by someone else, and the entrepreneur is asked whether (s)he 
would be interested in seizing it. Examples of this are development organisation asking entrepre- 
neur to start farm-based small scale care institution, or bigger food-processing firm asking entre- 
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preneur to make certain products for them as a subcontractor. Opportunities in this category re- 
late mainly to local markets, and are often "low potential" opportunities when it comes to 
growth. 
Opportunities in the category opportunitysearch are less related to the farms than the discovery 
opportunities. They are often hut not always related to other industries than farm-based indus- 
tries. Entrepreneurs searching for opportunities in this way are typically the ones who have chosen 
the path of developing other business activities in stead of growing their farm, as a response to 
policy demands of efficient large-scale farming, or as a response to the need for more income than 
farming can give. These opportunities are often imitations of other businesses locally or in other 
areas. The active opportunity search has been conducted looking for "knownn opportunities that 
might fit the entrepreneur's competence, resources and situation. Similar to the discovered op- 
portunities, the searched opportunities are mainly related to a small and local market, and also 
often related to a small growth potential. 
Opportunity creation processes often seem to lead to opportunities related to areas from which 
the entrepreneur has already got experience. This experience may be the result of prior business 
ownership, due to a hobby, or work experience. The new opportunity is therefore often a continu- 
ance of earlier practice. The opportunity often seems to be created as a combination of the entre- 
preneur's experience and a perceived market need. These opportunities are generally more inno- 
vative that the ones resulting from search or discovery, as they are tied to the specific competences 
and world views of the entrepreneurs. Farm resources are seldom crucial to the opportunities, but 
they may still make use of such resources. These opportunities are often, but not always, related to 
larger growth potential (or ambitions) than the earlier described categories. Further, they are usu- 
ally related to regional or national markets, and iWwhen successfully exploited they would have the 
potential of replacing the farm as the main business activity of the owners. 
In the category of opportunity occurrence the opportunities typically occurred due to the entre- 
preneur's special skills, unique knowledge or distinct resources, even though (s)he has not actively 
searched for (this particular) opportunity. The opportunities occurring seem to be more innova- 
tive than those resulting from the three other categories of opportunity generation processes. They 
often involve relation to unique competences or resources controlled by the entrepreneur. Further, 
they are typically not or only marginally related to farm resources, and iflwhen they are success- 
fully exploited they would in most cases replace the farm as the main business activity and also 
exceed the income and size of the farm considerably. These opportunities are usually related to 
national or even international markets. 
The Role of Prior Knowledge and Experience 
After categorizing the opportunities according to the taxonomy and identifying the character- 
istics of each category, we explored the role of prior knowledge in the four types of opportunity 
generation processes. 
Opportunities resulting from opportunity discovery typically utilize the prior knowledge gained 
in farming, as they often are dependent upon farm resources. The knowledge resulting from farm- 
ing experience utilized is usually practical skills, knowledge on production or raw materials, or 
knowledge on local markets. One subgroup of opportunities in this category consists of opportu- 
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nities suggested from others. For these opportunities networks originated from earlier contacts are 
the main source of opportunity information. Secondly, the reason why this opportunity is "of- 
fered" is that the entrepreneur has some particular, but not unique, experience or skills which are 
acknowledged by these network contacts., 
Opportunity search typically result in opportunities relying on knowledge on production and 
small-scale services typical for the local area. In some cases, this knowledge is newly acquired with the 
intent of searching for business opportunities. Knowledge of other local businesses also tends as a 
source of imitation opportunities. However, the opportunity search processes seem to be more ~ h a r -  
acterized with lack rather than utilizltion of prior knowledge. For instance, knowledge on potential 
markets and customer needs often seem to be insufficient. This u s d y  leads the search for opportu- 
nities in direction of what is typical and traditional for firms in the same industry and local area. 
Prior knowledge and experience play very critical role in the two more subjective opportunity 
generation processes. The business opportunities in firms of both these categories are in a way 
conducted from the earlier experiences of the entrepreneurs. The processes of opportunity creation 
are often related to or directly resulting from experiences from earlier business activities, employed 
work, or hobbies. Prior knowledge of industry, markets, ways to serve markets and customers as 
well as comprehensive knowledge or competence regarding the production process form a basis of 
the opportunity generation. Furthermore, the competence to search for and obtain new knowl- 
.- ' - 
edge when needed, seem to be present among the entrepreneurs creating opportunities in this 
category. Many of them develop the opportunity further by searching for new knowledge. More- 
over, they make use of networks going beyond friends and relatives, which give them access to new 
information relevant to opportunity generation. 
In the category opportunity occurrence serendipity plays a visible role; entrepreneurs have real- 
ized that the knowledge and experience which they have acquired (often for totally different rea- 
sons) can be utilized to seize an occurred business opportunity, which they have not earlier known 
to exist. These opportunities often occur from a broad knowledge of a particular industry, mar- 
kets, customers and/or competitors, and from a variation of skills (e.g. practical, sales and organiz- 
ing skills). However, the knowledge is creatively transformed into something else from which quite 
innovative business opportunities occur. Several of the entrepreneurs generating opportunities 
this way, also rely on prior entrepreneurial experience other than farming. Further, the entrepre- 
neurs' broad social network is an important source of information within the opportunity gen- 
eration process. 
Several of the stories of the farm-based entrepreneurs revealed two or three separate opportu- 
nities. These opportunities were not necessarily in the same category, indicating that one person 
can conduct different types of opportunity generation processes. In particular, we found examples 
of the opportunity generation processes forming a continuum, where gaining knowledge and ex- 
perience on business, industry, markets and customers from generating and exploiting their first 
opportunities leads entrepreneurs to generate more subjective opportunities the second or third 
time around. This finding may have some connection to findings in Carter's (2001) study stating 
that the process of additional business activities in farm-based firms can be viewed as a continu- 
um, from monoactive farming, through relatively simple forms of structural diversification, to the 
ownership of a portfolio of business interests. 
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h story of one entrepreneur describes well the continuum of opportunity generation processes: 
Helena is a Finnish female entrepreneur, who together with her husband decided to give up 
cow farming in 1995 for two main reason: firstly, their farm was not large enough to give 
sufficient income (Finland's joining EU enforced the demand for efficiency in agriculture) 
and they did not want to invest on growing it larger, and secondly, Helena had started to get 
allergic symptoms while working with cows. In that situation Helena's husband was already 
working outside the farm, and Helena began to search for a business opportunity for she 
wanted to have her own business. She had former education on catering and she participated 
to a project for beginning food-processing entrepreneurs. After that (1997) Helena found a 
firm which made salad-sauces and marmalades, operating mainly in direct sales. She was 
minded to develop her knowledge and skills further, and she attended a course for cooks 
who arrange events and make food in woodlands (near Helena's home is one preserved 
woodland). This course was one of the very first in Finland. Therefore she created a business 
opportunityby acquiring new skills which together with her resources formed a basis for her 
new venture. After she had operated in this business for some years a new business opportttnity 
occtlrrek she was asked to start acting as an instructor for new bcginning woodland-cooks, 
for she had gained experience on how to operate in this business area, as well as general 
entrepreneurial experience. Nowadays the main income to Helena's firm comes from these 
teaching-services. 
The results from this exploratory study indicate that there is a heterogeneity among opportu- 
nity generation processes which needs to be taken into account when discussing the relationship 
between prior knowledge and opportunity generation. A taxonomy of opportunity generation 
processes based on the extent of which the process includes active and deliberate search or more 
passive serendipity or coincident, and on the extent of which the opportunity is objectively discov- 
eredirecognized or subjectively created, was developed and found applicable to empirical data on 
opportunity generation among farm-based entrepreneurs. The processes were categorized as op- 
portunity discovery, opportunity search, opportunity creation or opportunity occurrence. The 
opportunity resulting from discovery and particularly search processes were found to be more 
imitative and related to lower growth potential. On the other hand, processes related to creation 
and particularly occurrence processes were found to be more innovative and seem to have larger 
potential for growth if successfully exploited. 
An investigation of the role of prior knowledge and experience relating to four categories of 
opportunity processes, gave several interesting findings. Firstly, prior knowledge seems to play 
quite different roles depending on the type of process. Opportunity creation and occurrence seem 
to be related to a more extensive knowledge base of the entrepreneur than the other processes. 
Opportunity discovery seem to be based on the farm-based knowledge or skills, while opportu- 
nity search to some extent seem to stem from the lack of particular knowledge. Secondly, entrepre- 
neurs with extensive experience from other areas than farming, e.g. prior employed work, prior 
business activities or hobbies, seem to be more able to undertake generation processes which in- 
cludes more subjective creation than less experienced entrepreneurs. This finding supports the 
suggestions that experienced entrepreneurs face an opportunity corridor (Ronstadt, 1988). Expe- 
rienced entrepreneurs have also often developed a broad social network, which can promote de- 
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tecting opportunities (McGrath, 1996). Thirdly, the motivation of the entrepreneur was found to 
have an impact on the type of process conducted. Entrepreneurs pushed by the need for extra in- 
come or from the need to change their activities from farming to something else, were more active 
in their opportunity generation processes. These entrepreneurs were often also more objectively 
searching for opportunities, and therefore their processes often fell in the category of opportunity 
search. Fourthly, it seem that entrepreneurs when gaining experience from prior opportunity gen- 
eration and exploitation may move from opportunity discovery or search to more occurrence or 
creation in their subsequent generation processes, indicating that there might be an experience 
curve of entrepreneurial opportunity generation (see MacMillan, 1986). 
This study represents an early exploration into the heterugeneity of opportunity generation 
and influence of prior knowledge, and has given some insights which ask for further investigation. 
'This study has several limitations. The empirical base fnr this study has been farm-based entrepre- 
neurs in Norway and Finland, and further studies into other industry and geographic contexts are 
needed to test the transferability of our findings. Also longitudinal studies following entrepreneurs 
through their opportunity generation processes can further illuminate the dynamics of these pro- 
cesses. In this way, the problems related to retrospective reconstruction of the processes can be 
dealt with. Despite the limitations, the findings fiom the present study have implications for fu- 
ture research into this area First, subsequent studies should take into account the great variation 
among opportunity generation processes. Secondly, the prior knowledge base of the entrepreneur 
should be considered as a potentially important resource of entrepreneurs generating new oppor- 
tunities. In the cases where the knowledge base constitutes valuable, inimitable and rare resources, 
it may give the entrepreneurs competitive advantages in generating and exploiting new opportuni- 
ties (Barney, 1991). Finally, this study has indicated that prior entrepreneurial experience may be 
related to different types of opportunity generation processes. This shows the relevance of study- 
ing the processes and characteristics among experienced entrepreneurs (Ucbasaran & Westhead, 
2002; Westhead & Wright, 1998). 
CONTACT: Gry AgneteiUsos, Nordland Research Institute, N8049 Bod0, Norway; (T) +477551762 1; 
(F) +47755 17234; gry.alsos@nforsk.no 
Ardichvili, A., Cardozo, R., & Ray, S. (2003). "A Theory of Entrepreneurial Opportunity 
Identification and Development." Journal ofBusiness Venturing, 18(1), 105-123. 
Barney, 7. (1991). "Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage." Journal ofManagernet~t, 
17(1), 99-120. 
Caplan, B. (1999). "The Austrian Search for Realistic Foundation." Southern Economic Journal, 
65(4), 823-838. 
Carter, S. (1996). "The Indigenous Rural Enterprise: Characteristics and Change in the British 
Farm Sector." Entrepreneurship e" Regional Development, 8,345-358. 
Carter, S. (2001). "Multiple Business Ownership in the Farm Sector - Differentiating Monoactiv-e, 
Diversified and Portfolio Enterprises." International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavio~tr 6 
Research, 7(2), 43-59. 
Carter, S., & Rosa, P. (1998). "Indigenous Rural Firms: Farm Enterprises in the Uk." bzternational 
Small Business Journal, 16(4), 415-422. 
Casson, M. (1982). The Entrepreneur. An Economic Theory. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 
312 FRONTIERS OP ENTREPRENEURSHIP RESEARCH 2004 
Chandler, G. N., Ddhlquist, l., & Davidsson, P. (2002). "Opportunity Recognition Processes: A 
Taxonomy and Outconle Implications". In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Reseizrch (pp. 38- 
48). Wellesley, Mass.: Babson College. 
Corbett,A. C. (2002)."RecognizingHigh-Tech Opportunities: iZLearning and Cognitive Approach': 
In Frontiers ofEtttrepreneurship Research (pp. 49-60). \.Vellesley, Mass.: Babson College. 
Craig, J., & Lindsay, N. (200 1 )."Quantifying 'Gut Feeling' in the Opportunity Recognition Process". 
In Frontiers of Entrepreizcurship Research (pp. 124- 137). Wellesley, Mass.: Babson College. 
De Koning, A. J. (1999). Cnncepttialising Opportirnity Forrnution as a Socio-Cognitive Process. 
Unpublished Ph.D thesis, INSEAD, Fontainebleau. 
Eckhardt, J.T., &Shane,S. h. (2003)."0pportunities and Ei~trepreneurship:'JourtialofManagement, 
29(3), 333-349. 
Fiet, J. 0. ( 1996). "The Informational Basis of Entrepreneurial L~iscovery."Small BusinessEconomics, 
8,419-430. 
Friedel, R. (2001). "Serendipity 1s No Accident." The Kenyon Review, 23(2), 36-47. 
Gaglio, C. M., & Katz, J. A. (2001). "The Psycological Basis of Opportunity Identification: 
Entrepreneurial Alertness." Journal of Small Business Economics, 16,95- l1 1. 
Gartner, W. B., Carter, N. M., & Hills, G. E. (2003). "The Language of Opportunity". In C. Steyaert 
& D. Hjort (Eds.), New Movements in Entrepreneurship. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar. 
Hench, T. J., & Sandbag, W. R. (2000). "'As the Fog Cleared, Something Changed' Opportunity 
Recognition as a Dynamic, Self-Organizing Process." Paper presented at the Babson- 
Kautfman Entrepreneurship Research Conference, Babson College, Wellesley, Mass., 8-10 
June. 
Hills, G. E., Shrader, R. C., & Lumpkin, G. T. (1999). "Opportunity Recognition as a Creative 
Process': In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research (pp. 216-227). Wellesley, Mass.: Babson 
College. 
Kaish, S., & Gilad, B. (1991). "Characteristics of Opportunities Search of Entrepreileurs Versus 
Executives: Sources, Interests, General Alertness." Journal of Business IGnturing, 6(1), 45-61. 
Krzner, I. M. (1973). Competition and Entrepreneurship. Chicago: University Press. 
Kirzner, I. M. i 1997)."Entrepreneurial Discovery and the Competitive Market Process: An Austrian 
Approach." Journul of Economic Literature, ,XXXV(&farch), 60-85. 
MacMillan, I. C. (1986). "To Really Learn About Entrepreneurship, Let's Study flabitual 
Entrepreneurs." Journal of Business Enturing, 1,241-243. 
McCracken, G. (1988). Tile Long Interview (Vol. 13). Newbury Park: Sage Publications. 
McGrath,R.G.( 1996)."OptionsandtheEntrepreneur:To~vardaStrategicTheoryofEntrepreneurial 
Wealth Creation." Academy ofManagement Proceedings '96, l0 1- 105. 
McGrath, R. G., & MacMillan, 1. C. (2000). The Entrepreneurial Mindset: Strategiesfor Continotuly 
Creating Opportunity in an Age of Uncertainty. Boston, Mass: Haward Business School 
Press. 
Ronstadt, R. (1988). "The Corridor Principle."Journal ofBusiness Venturitzg, 3(1), 31-40. 
Samuelsson, M. (2001). "Modelling the Nascent Venture Opportunity Exploitation Process across 
Time". In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Respizrch (pp. 66-70). Wellcsley, Mass.: Babson 
College. 
Schumpeter, J. A. (1934). The Theory of Economic Development. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard 
University Press. 
Shane, S. (2000). "Prior Knowledge and the Discovery of Entrepreneurial Opportunities." 
Organization Science, 11(4), 448-469. 
OPPORTUNITY RECOGNITION AND EVALUATION 3l3 
Shane, S. (2003). A General Theory of Entrepreneurship: The Individual-Opporttrnity Nexus. 
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar. 
Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). "The Promise of Entrepreneurship as a Field of Research." 
Academy of Management Review, 25( l), 217-226. 
Shaver, K. G., & Scott, L. R. (1991). "Person, Process, Choice: The Psycology of New Venture 
Creation." Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 16(2), 23-42. 
Shepherd, D.A., & DeTienne, D. R. (2001 j."Discove~ofOpportunities:.homalities,Accumulation 
and Alertness". In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research (pp. 138-148). Wellesley, Mass.: 
Rabson College. 
Shepherd, D. A., & Levesque, M. (2002). nA Search Strategy for Assessing a Business Opportunity.,) 
IEEE Trarrsactions on Enaineer in~ ,aaement ,  49(2), 140- 154. 
Singh, R. P. (2001). "h Comment on  Developing the Field of Entrepreneurship through the Study 
of Opportunity Recognition and Exploitation." Academy of12ffinagernent Review, 26(l), 10- 
12. 
Singh, R. P., Hills, G. E., Hybels, R C., & Lumpkin, G.T. (1999)."Opportunity Recognition through 
Social Network Characteristics of Entrepreneurs': In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research 
(pp. 228-241). Wellesley, Mass.: Babson College. 
Stiegler, G. J. (1952). Tne Theory of Price. New York: MacMiUan. 
Ucbasaran, D., Howorth, C., & Westhead, P. (2000). "Habitual Entrepreneurs: Human Capital, 
Opportunity Search and Learning." Paper presented at the Rabson-Kauffman 
Entrepreneurship Research Conference, Babson College, WeUesley 
Ucbasaran, D., & Westhead, P. (2002). "Does Entreprerieurial Experience Influence Opportunity 
Identification?" In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research. Wellesley, Mass: Babson College. 
Venkataraman, S. (1997). "The Distinctive Domain of Entrepreneurship Research': In J. A. Katz 
(Ed.), Advances in Entrepreneurship Research: Firm Emergence and Growth (Vol. 119-138). 
Greenwich, CON: JAI Press. 
Weick, K. (1979). The Social Psychology of Organizing (2nd ed. ed.). Reading, MA: Addison- 
Wesley. 
Westhead, P,, & Wright, M. (1998). "Novice, Portfolio, and Serial Founders: Are They Different?" 
Journal of Business Venturing, 13(3), 173-204. 
Wickham, P. A. (2001). Strategic Entrepreneurship (Second ed.). Essex: Pearsons Education. 
FRONTIERS OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP RESEARCH 2004 
Figure l 
Taxonomy of Opportunity Generation Processes 
Passive 
Subjective l 
1 - 1  Active 
-- - - - - - 
l 
Opportunity opportunity I 
Occurence 
I Objective 1 









+ Norwegian firms 
actim 
7.4 Multiple business ownership in the Norwegian farm 




Journal of Rural Studies 22 (2006) 313-322 
Multiple business ownership in the Norwegian farm sector: Resource 
transfer and performance consequences 
Gry Agnete Alsos", Sara carterb'* 
"Se~lior Resecircller, "v'ordland Reseun.11 fistitate, W6049 Bode, ~Vor~'a,v 
" ~ e ~ u r t m e n f  of ~bf(in(igernent und Orqonizutron, Unrtvr.at~' of Stirling, St,rliny, Scotl(ind 
Abstract 
This paper cxaiuincs the case of multiplc busincss ownership in the Norwegian farming sector, focusing on thc cxtcnt of resource 
transfer between farms and their newly created ventures and the subsequent effects on the performance of these new ventures. The results 
demonstrate that substantial resource transfer takes place, mediated both by the resource richness of the farm and the degree of similarity 
in the activities of the farm and the new venture. The results also demonstrate a complex relationship between resource transfer and the 
performance (measured in terms of profitability) of the new venture. The transfer of physical resources tends to enhance, while the 
transfer of organizational and knowledge-based resources tends to reduce, new venture performance. 
:C, 2005 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved. 
1. Introduction 
Pluriactivity is an important feature of the Norwegian 
agriculture sector. Eikeland and Lie (1999) reported that 
half (51%) of Norwegian farmer households combine 
agriculture with income from other business ownership 
activities. The practice or industrial pluriaclivity (Eilteland, 
1999) has a long tradition and remained a lealure or  
Nonvegian farming throughout the decades when agricul- 
tural policy focused on specialization. Changes in the 
strategic environment of the agriculture sector have revived 
the notion of pluriactivity, and the combination of farming 
with othcr busincss activitics has bccomc onc of thc main 
targcts within thc currcnt agricultural policy in Norway, 
known as "Agriculture Plus". Pluriactivity is seen as a 
strategy for rural development as well as a strategy for 
gaining more value creation from the farm sector. In 
particular, resources controlled by the farmers, including 
land and natural resources, buildings and installations, 
financial capital and human resources have been identified 
as constituting a foundation for new business development 
(St.melcl. no. 19, 199912000, p. 81). 
*Correspondmg author. Tel.. +44 141 548 3276; fax. +44 141 5527602. 
E-mail oOdre.~.~e,s. Gry Alsos@r!nforsk.no (G.A. Alsos), 
sara.cartcr@stlr.ac.uk (S. Cartcr). 
Research investigating pluriactivity has generally been 
conductcd from a sociological or cconomics-bascd pcr- 
spective (Fuller, 1990; Jervell, 1999). The focus has been 
the farm business and/or household, and pluriactivity has 
been viewed mainly as a strategy for farm continuation in a 
context of policy reform and falling incomes. New business 
start-ups among rarmers are seen as a consequence or  
unravourable conditions in [arming and an individualized 
response to the lack of opportunities for full-time employ- 
ment or full-time farming (Brox. 1984; Eikeland and 
Lie. 1999). While this perspective has given us extensive 
knowledge about the motivations, push factors and 
conscqucnccs of pluriactivity for farm dcvclopmcnt, studics 
focusing on thc dcvclopmcnt and pcrformancc of thc ncw, 
non-farm business are still scarce within the pluriactivity 
literature. 
The parallels between farm l~ousehold pluriactivity 
and multiple business ownership in the non-farm sectors 
have been noled within the small business and entrepre- 
neurship research literature (Carter. 1996, 1998; Alsos 
et al., 2003: Scorsone et al., 2004). In this literature, 
multiple business ownership-sometimes conceptualized as 
portfolio entrepreneurship-has recently become a key 
theme. Premised in the belief that prior experience of 
business ownership endows business owners with both 
greater knowledge and resource access, the importance of 
0743-01671'9; -see front matter t; 2005 Elsev~er Ltd. All r~ghts  reserved 
doi.10. 1016rj.jrurstud.2005.09.003 
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'portfolio entrepreneurship' has been viewed in Lerms of the 
anticipated superior perlormance of ventures starled by 
experienced entrepreneurs (Hofer and Sandberg, 1987; 
MacMillan and Katz, 1992). While this view has both 
logical and intuitive appeal. to date research has failed to 
provide empirical support that previous experience of 
bnsincss owncrship lcads to succcss in subscqncnt vcnturcs 
(Kolvereid and Bullvbg, 1992; Westhead and Wright, 
1998). Many studies have called for further exploration 
of the processual and contextual underpinnings of portfo- 
lio entrepreneurship in order to clarify the linkages between 
the originating business and subsequent business ventures 
(Carter, 1999: Kosa and Scoll. 1999: Ucbasaran ei al.. 
2001; Carter and Ram. 2001). 
This study seeks to contribute to the growing research 
literatures on both portfolio entrepreneurship and farm 
pluriactivity. Taking a resource-based perspective. this 
study investigates the extent to which farmers engaging in 
lnultiple business ownership transfer resources froin their 
farm business into new ventures and how the transfer of 
resources impacts on the performance of the new venture. 
Clearly, there are many different types of resources that 
cntrcprcncurs can accruc, including capital asscts, organi- 
zational rcsourccs, as wcll as thc inorc intangiblc human 
capilal and knowledge-based resources (Pznrosz, 1959; 
Becker, 1975; Barney, 1991). It is equally clear that the 
quantity and quality of resources within each farm differs 
and that the degree of resource richness within the 
originating farm may affect the transfer of resources into 
a secondary venture. It is also possible that resource 
transfer is affected by the degree of similarity and 
complementarity in the activities of the originating farm 
and the new venture. By analysing pluriactive farm owners 
in Norway, this study investigates resource transfer from 
originating farm to ncw vcnturc, and thc rclationship 
bctwccn rcsourcc transfcr and thc subscqucnt pcrforinancc 
of the new venture. 
2. Multiple business ownership 
It has long been recognized that a subslantial proportion 
of business founders have had previous experience of 
business ownership and that many own more than one firm 
(Donkels et al., 1987; Birley and Westhead, 1993; Rosa and 
Scott. 1999; Uchasaran et al., 2001). Kesearch suggests that 
the rate of multiple business ownership varies from 12% of 
firms across a broad rangc of scctors (Wcsthcad and 
Wright, 1998), 21% of business owners in agriculture 
(Carter, 19981, to "about one-fifth of all business founders 
and about one-third to four-fifths of the founders of 
limited [i.e. incorporated] companies" (Rosa and Scott, 
1999, p. 33). Other studies suggest that distinct variations 
may occur by sector (Westhead and Wrighl, 1998), region 
(Kosa and Scott. 1999), gender (Rosa and Hamilton, 1994) 
and ethnicity of owner (Ram et al., 2000). 
Multiple business ownership is assumed to be beneficial 
as the knowledge, skills and resources gained in a primary 
business converge to reduce the individual's risk in their 
subsequent business ventures. However, while inany 
studies have speculated that previous venture experience 
endows entrepreneurs with a greater propensity for future 
business success, there is almost no evidence of this in the 
research literature. Despite increasingly sophisticated 
analysts, no study has yct bccn ablc to idcntify supcrior 
performance within businesses started by multiple business 
owners (Hofer and Sandberg, 1987; Birley and Westhead, 
1993: Kolvereid and Bullvbg, 1992; Westhead and Wright, 
1998). There may be several explanations for this apparent 
anomaly. Firstly, several studies focusing on experienced 
founders have railed to dilferenliate multiple business 
owners from other types of habitual business founders. 
Unlike serial founders who discard their initial venture 
before starting another, multiple business owners retain 
their original business while starting other ventures (West- 
head and Wright, 1998; lJcbasaran et al., 2001), and are 
thus able to draw upon resources in the existing firm while 
founding the new venture. Secondly, as Starr and Bygrave 
(1992) argued. it is possible that the entrepreneurial 
experience accrues both assets and liabilities for the 
foundcr. Thus, rcsourcc transfcr froin onc busincss to 
anothcr may havc dctrimcntal as wcll as bcncficial rcsults. 
However, the types or resources that may prove beneficial 
and those that may be detrimental has yet to be 
established. It is also possible that these effects may be 
context or sector specific, adding a further layer of 
complexity to empirical design. Finally, few studies so far 
have investigated the underlying processes of portfolio 
entrepreneurship supposed to lead to better performing 
firms. 
2 1. Multiple business ownership in the farm sector 
Thc parallels bctwccn multiplc busincss owncrship in thc 
non-farm sectors and farm household pluriactivity have 
been noted within the small business and entrepreneurship 
research literature (Carter, 1999; Alsos et al., 2003; Scorsonc 
ct al., 2004). Many farm businesses combine agricultural 
production with other income-generating activities; indeed, 
pluriactivity has always been an importanl and distinctive 
feature of the farm sector (Hill, 1982; Bouquet, 1985; 
Gasson et al., 1988; Bryden et al., 1992). Eikeland and Lie's 
(1999) analysis based in rural Norway argued for differ- 
entiation in concepts of pluriactivity, using Fuller's (1990) 
distinction bctwccn 'making jobs' (founding and opcrating 
additional enterprises) and 'taking jobs' (wage earning). 
Eikeland and Lic (1999) reported that more than two-thirds 
(69%) of Norwegian farms were pluriactive and, of these, 
the majority (51 %) focused on additional business activities 
rather than paid employment. 
The frequency of pluriactivity in the Nordic countries 
has been found to vary between regions and over time 
(Brox and Seierstad, 1966; Brox, 1984; lervell. 1999). 
While the dominant tendency in agricultural development 
has been specialization, the macro-level trend is now 
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diversification usually adding-on branches ~Tproduction. 
Many rarmers chose to start an additional enterprise 
besides the farm business to facilitate the diversification 
attempt ("jurfeldt and Waldensrrom, 1999; Kaikkonen, 
2005). Estimates suggest that in 2002 Norwegian farmers 
collectively spent 19,000 man-years operating additional 
cntcrpriscs, comparcd with about 25,000 man-ycars spcnt 
in milk production (Ronning. 2004). Nordic research on 
pluriactivity has often viewed industrial pluriactivity as a 
survival strategy in rural areas with few other opportunities 
for income-generating activities (Kaikkonen, 2005). Eke- 
land (1999), however, argued that industrial pluriactivity is 
also seen in areas with plenty or income-generating 
options. Thus, the combination of farming with one or 
inore additional business ventures inay be not only a 
survival strategy, but also the preferred choice. 
While farm household pluriactivity has commanded 
more research attention than multiple business ownership 
in the non-farm sectors, the parallels are clear. Small 
business and entrepreneurship researchers have only 
relatively recently been alerted to the rich literature 
exploring market, enterprise and income diversification 
within small, family farming (Cartcr, 1996; Cartcr and 
Rain, 2003). In contrast, thcrc havc bccn long-standing 
calls by rural scholars highlighting the potential benelits 
that inay accrue from crossing disciplinary boundaries 
(Newhy, 1982) and analysing farms and farm-based 
pluriactivity in terms of small business and entrepreneur- 
ship paradigms (Friedmann, 1986; Gasson et al., 1988; 
Bryden et al., 1992; Hill, 1993). This is taken into 
consideration in this paper. 
Building on thc rcsourcc-bascd pcrspcctivc, this study 
cxamincs how spccific rcsourcc bundlcs contributc to 
performance, by focusing on the resources transferred 
from the original business to the new venture. Penrose's 
(1959) theory of the growth of the firm predicated that firm 
growth depended on the creation of an organization that 
structures the growth or knowledge, and the rate and 
direction or growth are both strongly influenced by that 
organization. This approach, developed by strategic 
management theorists into a resource-based perspective 
(Wernerfelt. 1984; Conner, 1991), has been successfully 
applied in an entrepreneurship setting (Dollinger, 1995; 
Grccnc ct al., 1999; Kotcfoss, 2001). Thc rcsourcc-bascd 
perspective views organizations as consisting of hetero- 
geneous bundles of resources. Each firm is unique in the 
sense that it creates its own capabilities from its particular 
and constantly changing socially organized set of skills. 
The skills of the firm are inseparable from the skills of its 
managers and their pattern or experience, and thus change 
over time in patterns that cannot be pre-determined. By 
combining resource bundles in specific ways, a firm creates 
unique capabilities and develops sustainable competitive 
advantage. Resource bundles include both material and 
non-material assets controlled by the lirm, such as physical 
resources, organizational resources, financial resources, 
human capital resources and social resources (Barney, 
1991; Greenc and Brown, 1997). 
When starting a new business. multiple business owners 
almost certainly make use of resources made available 
through thcir cxisting business. Thcsc rcsourccs may 
include knowledge resources that accrue from experiential 
learning; organizational resources such as routines, ein- 
ployees and networks of the existing businesses; physical 
resources such as buildings and equipment; and financial 
resources in terms of equity, working capital and capital 
assets such as premises (MacMillan, 1986; Birley and 
Westhead, 1993; Reuber and Fisher, 1999: Westhead et al., 
2004). While the literature has focused particularly on the 
transfer of experiential knowledge, Carter's (1999) analysis 
of portfolio entrepreneurship in the UK farming sector 
suggested that the availability of physical assets such as 
land and buildings is crucial in enabling the developinent of 
business opportunities. Resources may be transferred from 
the farm to the new business or shared between enterprises, 
and it is often difficult to distinguisl~ between them. For the 
purposc of this study, thc tcrm 'rcsourcc transfer' 
accommodatcs both transfcrrcd and sharcd rcsourccs. 
A resource-based perspective suggests that multiple 
business owners have an advantage over their inexper- 
ienced counterparts, being able to access and mobilize 
proven business resources. Yet the assumption that 
resource transfer materializes into superior performance 
in the new venture has yet to be proven. Mosaltowski 
(2003 criticized the resource-based view for its focus on the 
positive consequences of resources, arguing that a firm's 
resource endowments may favour, but equally may also 
impair the ability to discover and exploit new business 
opportunitics. Four costs associatcd with rcsourcc cndow- 
mcnts wcrc idcntificd: corc rigiditics, rcduccd cxpcrimcnta- 
tion, reduced incentive intensity and increased strategic 
transparency (Mosakowski, 2002). Drawing from a larger 
resource-base is not necessarily a competitive advantage, 
therefore. While in some ventures resource transfer may 
contribute to enhanced perrormance, in others resource 
transrer may have a negative impact, derived lrom a 
'liability of staleness', since the resources available from the 
original firm are not always suitable for the new venture 
(Starr and Bygrave, 1991). The possibility of resource 
transfer having both positive and negative impacts on 
pcrformancc may, in fact, bc onc rcason why prcvious 
studies have failed to find empirical support for the 
presumed advantage of experienced entrepreneurs. 
This study was designed to investigate resource transfer 
within the farin sector, focusing on the extent of resource 
transfer from originating farm business into new ventures 
and the subsequent errecl on new venture perrormance. 
There were three specific research questions: 
1. To what extent are different types of resources 
transferred from the farm business into the new venture? 
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2. T o  what exient does the resource richness or the [arm and measures were developed for the purpose or the 
influence the resources that are transferred? multivariate analysis: 
3. Which transferred resources, i f  any, are associated with 
enhanced performance in the new venture? 3.1. Profitability 
3. Methodology 
In common with most European countries, there have 
been great changes in  the Norwegian agriculture sector. 
Being outside o f  the EU, the restructuring process has been 
slower and Norwegian farms are still relatively small 
compared with other European countries. The vast 
majority are family owned and operated and most employ 
only family labour. It is also quite usual for one or more 
individuals in the farm household t o  be engaged in of f - farm 
employment. The labour market in rural areas o f  Norway 
has probably givcn bcttcr acccss t o  wagcd jobs than in  
othcr parts o f  Europc. In particular, a largc public scctor 
has been an important source o f  full-time and part-time 
employment for farm women. Over the past decade, a 
policy orientation towards entrepreneurship in agriculture 
has intensified, stimulating the use o f  farm resources in new 
business activities, such as tourism, food processing and 
caring industries. Farmers are encouraged to  engage in 
entrepreneurial activities and to  start new business ventures 
in addition to  their farm production. 
The sample frame was drawn from the agriculture census 
(1999), including only the farms still registered as active in 
2002. From this samplc framc, a rcprcscntativc samplc o f  
3018 farm households from all rcgions o f  Norway was 
selected. The survey instrument was designed by the 
research team and administered by postal mail-out by  
Statistics o f  Norway, in Spring 2002. From the original 
sample, 21 questionnaires were returned because o f  farm 
closure and excluded rrom the population, and 1018 
completed quesiionnaires were returned, resulting in  a 
usable response rate o f  34%. For this study, only data 
drawn from multiple business owners was used. Multiple 
business owners were defined as respondents who own and 
manage at least one business venture in  addition t o  their 
farm business. Additional busincss vcnturcs wcrc includcd 
i f  they cntailcd activities othcr than traditional Farming, 
con~n~anded an annual turnover larger than NOK 30,000' 
owned and were managed by the respondent. After 
excluding cases with missing data on the variables used 
for this paper, 207 cases were left for analysis. 
New business ventures were categorized according to 
their industry relation t o  Farming into the following: (1)  
unrelated to  Farming, (2)  Farm-based diversification, (3)  
downstream integration from farming and (4)  upstream 
integration from farming. For some purposes only the 
dummy variable "related to  farming" are used, giving 
category 1 value zero and categories 2-4 value one. 
Following univariate analysis, four composite variables 
'Approximately t 3x00. NOK 30.000 equals the 11mit for VAT 
registration in Norway 
The dependent variable is an additive scale based on 
thrcc itcms. Rcspondcnts wcrc askcd to  csti~natc thc 
profitability o f  the new business activity over the past 3 
years as compared to  (a)  their own goals, ( b )  similar small 
businesses and (c)  other businesses in  the same industry. A 
five-point Likert-type scale ranging from "much poorer" to  
"much better" was used t o  measure each o f  these items. 
The items loaded on the same factor in a principal 
component analysis with an eigenvalue o f  2.241, explaining 
74% o f  the variance. The Cronbach's a value was .83. 
3.2. Resource transfer 
This was measured using 15 items: six related t o  the 
transfer o f  knowledge generated from the fann; three 
related t o  the transfer o f  physical resources from the farm 
and six related to  the transfer o f  organizational resources 
from thc farm. Rcspondcnts wcrc askcd t o  cstimatc thc 
cxtcnt t o  which thc ncw busincss makcs usc o f  thc rcsourccs 
or the original farm business. A live-point Likerl-type scale 
ranging from "not at all" t o  " to  a very large extent" was 
used for these measures. Some o f  these items were highly 
correlated. A principal component analysis revealed three 
underlying factors: the transfer o f  ltnowledge resources, 
physical resources and organizational resources (see 
Table 1 ) .  The transfer o f  knowledge resources included 
six items all describing the transfer o f  various categories o f  
knowledge (Chronbach's r = ,8792). The transfer o f  
physical resources included three items all describing the 
usc o f  various catcgorics o f  prcmiscs (Chronbach's 
r = ,7655). Thc transfcr o f  organizational rcsourccs 
included six variables: four o f  which described the transfer 
o f  network and contacts, one the transfer o f  production 
skills and one the transfer o f  farm equipment (Chronbach's 
a = ,8251). It could be expected that production skills 
relate to  knowledge resources and ihat farm equipment 
relates to physical resources. When  these two items load on 
the factor describing organizational resources, we interpret 
these two items as being specific t o  farming activity and 
thus the farm business organization. In this sense, they 
differ from general knowledge and physical resources. 
Thrcc ncw variablcs bascd on  thc factor scorcs wcrc 
produced. These variables were used in the regression 
analysis. Since the variable 'organizational resources' 
showed a skewed distribution. it was transfornled by  the 
formula ln(u + 3). 
3.3. Resource richness 
The resource richness o f  the farm business was measured 
by four var~ables: farm size in terms o f  land area (decares) 
in  use; the previous year's sales turnover; the previous 
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Table 1 
Prluc~pal component walysls: rcsourcc transfcr from originating busiucss 
Knowledge resources Organirat~on;~l resources Physlcal resources 
Calculation and fiuanc~al ma~lage~llent knowledge 337 
Cineral bu~incs.; oprrations knowlcdgr .R24 
F~nanang knowledge .771 
Pricing knowledge .730 
Sales and ~narketing kuowledge ,711 
Quality management knowledge .583 
Suppliers 
Distribution channels 







Reliability test of scales 
Chronhach's a 
Mean correlation between Items 
Factor loadings less than .5 are suppressed 
year's operational profits; and a dununy variable indicating 
livestock. Because of the land area and capital require- 
ments associated with livestock, these farms are generally 
regarded as more resource rich than arable farms. The 
three metric variables were all skewed, so a double square 
root ( x -~ )  transformation was conducted to satisfy the 
normal distribution criterion. 
3.4. Motivation 
The motivation for starting the new business venture was 
measured using nine items. Respondents were asked to 
state the extent to which they agreed with statements 
regarding ~notivations for new business start-up on a five- 
point Likert-type scale ranging Trom "totally disagree" to 
"totally agree". A principal component analysis revealed 
three motivation factors (see Tablc 2). Three new variables 
were computed based on the factor scores: idea-oriented 
motivation; employment-oriented motivation; and income- 
oriented motivation. Idea-oriented motivation and income- 
oricntcd motivation wcrc both transformcd by thc forinula 
(X+ 412 duc to a skcwcd distribution. 
4. Results 
4.1. Resource transjerfiom originatingfarm irzto to new 
hu.siness venture 
The first research question concerned the extent of 
resource transfer from the farm business into the new 
venture. This was explored using descriptive statistics (see 
Table 3). Means and standard deviations were calculated 
for each of the items within the three resource categories 
(knowledge. physical and organizational) with potential for 
transfer from the original farm into the new venture. The 
results indicate that there is extensive transfer of resources 
from the originating farm into the new venture; however, 
some resources are more commonly transferred than 
others. Of the six knowledge-based resources, the three 
most frcqucntly transfcrrcd into thc ncw vcnturc arc 
calculation and financial management (mean 3.30), general 
business operations (mean 3.24) and financing (mean 3.1 1). 
Interestingly, knowledge about sales and marketing (mean 
2.38) was the least liltely to be transferred into the new 
venture. This may be because the sales and distribution 
system Tor Tarm products in Norway has resulted in 
practically no contact between the Tarmer and the market 
for farm products, and hence has removed farmers' 
experience from and knowledge about sales and marketing. 
The results also show a considerable transfer of physical 
resources from the original business into the new venture. 
Particularly noticcablc is thc use of farm officc prcmiscs 
that are used to accoininodate the new venture (mean 3.43). 
The transfer of organizational resources. including farm 
equipment and production skills, is less comprehensive. 
Even the organizational resources that showed the highest 
levels of transfer; farm equipment (mean 2.60), networks 
(mean 2.53) and production skills (mean 2.52) were 
transferred to a lesser extent than physical resources and 
most types of knowledge resources. It is also notable that 
existing distribution channels (mean 1.57) and suppliers 
(mean 1.95) were seldom transferred into the new venture, 
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Table 2 
Princ~pal colnponcnt analysa: motivation for ncw busincss start-up 
Idee-oriented Employment-or~ented Income-or~ented 
motivation motivation motivation 
T;we ~ a w  an oppnrtunily in the market 
liwr wanted to util~ze our own resources and ab~lities 
liwe had a good business idea 
liwe wanted to create more jobs on the farm 
Iiwe wanted to make more efficient use of the farm resources 
It wes d~fficult to find a good job 
I;we wanted to create more activity in the local area 
I;we ueeded addltio~lal iucome to be able to contulue the 
farming actimtirs 
I;wc uccdcd morc incomc than thc farm can supply 
E~genvalue 
% Of variance 
Cu~nulative "o of variance 
Reliuhility te.$t of ,scrrle,s 
Chronbach's a 
Mean correlation between items 
Factor loadings less than 4 are suppressed 
Table 3 
Mrans and ANOVA. resource transfer 
Resources transferred All new firms Related Not related 
Mean Mean 
~iiean S.D F-value 
Farm-hu,d Icno~oledye 
Calculetlon and fina~lcrdl managclncnt 




Sales and marketing 








Bus~ness ~ d e a  from network 
Suppliers 
L)~strihunon cha~inels 
Statistic significance: ** indicates p< .05 and * indicates p<.01 
and that new business ideas seldom discovered through con~patibility, new businesses were categorized based on 
existing far~n-based networks (mean 1.99). the extent to which they were related to farming in terms of 
These results demonslrate that Tarm resources are ofien vertical or horizontal expansion. Means were calculated Tor 
transferred into new business ventures. However, the extent each of these groups and one-way ANOVA analyses used 
to which resources can be transferred and their relevance to to test for differences between the groups (see Table 3). As 
the new venture may depend on the compatibility between expected, the extent of resource transfer was greater when 
the original and the new venture. In order to determine the activities of the new venture were in some way related 
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Table 4 
Corrclatio~ls (Spcar~ran's p): rcsourcc r~chncss and rcsourcc transfcr 
Kesources transferred Farm s~ze  Livestock farm Farm turnover Operatmg profits farm 
Fnmr-based 1inoa.ledge 
Calculalion and linlmcial managemcnl 








Product~o~l  prcrniscs 




Business ~ d e a  t io~l l  network 
Suppliers 
D~stribution cha~l~lcls 
1V = 166. S t a t~s t~c  sigmficance: *** ~ndlcates p<. 10, ** ind~cates p< .05 and * ind~cates p< .O1 
10 [arming. This proved to be slatistically signilicanl Tor all 
of the different types of resource transfers measured in this 
study. 
4.2. Resource richness and resource transfer 
The second research question explored the extent to 
which the resource richness of the farm influenced the 
transfer of resources into the new venture. Correlations 
were calculated to explore this relationship (see Table 4). 
Four mcasurcs of rcsourcc richncss wcrc uscd: farm sizc 
(land arca); whcthcr or not it was a livestock faun; thc 
previous year's sales turnover; and the previous year's 
operating profits. Since the variables were not normally 
distributed, Spearinan's p was used as the correlation 
coefficient. The results show statistically significant corre- 
lations between the resource richness or the [arm and the 
transrer or resources into the new venture. This was 
particularly apparent in the transfer of knowledge 
resources (with the exception of sales and marketing) and 
organizational resources (with the exception of distribution 
channels). Interestingly, the correlations were generally low 
bctwccn thc transfcr of physical rcsourccs into thc ncw 
venture and the resource richness of the originating 
business. Only the transfer of office premises showed 
statistically significant correlations with three of the 
resource richness measures. 
4.3. The ejfkcts of're.source trunsf2.r on new Denture 
performance 
The results of the first two research questions demon- 
strate both a substantial transfer of resources from farms 
into new business ventures and that the extent or resource 
transfer is dependent on the resource richness of the 
originating farm business. The third research question 
examined whether resource transfer leads to enhanced 
performance in the new venture, and if so, which 
transferred resources most affect new venture performance. 
Since resource transfer is most extensive when the new 
business venture is in some way related to farming, the 
analysis focused only on new ventures operating in a 
related activity. 
A hicrarchical lincar rcgrcssion analysis was conductcd 
to investigate the relationship between resource transrer 
and profitability (see Table 5) .  In inodel 1, the control 
variables farm size (representing resource richness) and 
business type were included. This model gave an adjusted 
R' of .036 and was not statistically significant. Thus, the 
resource richness or the [arm and type ornew business does 
not alone explain profitability dilrerences in the new 
businesses. 
In the second step, variables representing the motivation 
for the new business venture were included in the model 
(model 2). These variables added an R' change of .OS7 up 
to ,123, and thc modcl bccamc statistically significant. Thc 
only motivation variablc that was statistically significant in 
the model was 'idea-oriented motivation', indicating that 
new businesses started on the basis of 'a good business 
idea' or 'an identified market opportunity' performed 
better when it came to profitability. 
In the third step, the three resource transler scales were 
included in the inodel (model 3). The R' increased by ,103 
up to .226, providing a substantial amount of explanation 
of variance in the profitability measure. This model was 
highly statistically significant. All of the resource scales 
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Table 5 
H~crarchlcal incar rcgrcssion: rcsourcc transfcr and profitabil~ty 
Model l Model 2 Model 3 
Control anriables 
Farm rile 









M o d ~ l  chnroctrristics 
F-value 
Adjuslcd R' 
A R ~  
.V = 1 1 1  Statistic significance: *** indicates px.10, ** indicates p<.05 
and * uidlcates p <  .01. 
cmcrgcd as statistically significant in thc modcl, but two of 
them only at the 10% level. Physical resources showed a 
significant positive effect on profitability, while knowledge 
resources and organizational resources emerged as having 
a negative effect. This model demonstrates a complex 
relationship between resource transfer and new venture 
performance, with both beneficial and detrimental effects. 
5. Conclusion 
Profound changes in the strategic environ~nent of 
Farming havc comc froin thc dcinand sidc, whcrc changing 
consumcr prcfcrcnccs and growing rctail conccntration 
have led farmers towards the development of a more 
market orientated approach, and from changes in the 
policy and regulatory environment where policy liberal- 
ization has pushed farmers towards a re-assessment of their 
strategic management. A major strategic choice Tor larmers 
is the decision to specialize in the production or rood or to 
combine food production with other business interests. 
This choice influences how growth is achieved. For farmers 
choosing to combine food production with non-food 
activities, decisions must be made regarding which business 
rcsourcc or combination of rcsourccs arc uscd in thc 
diversification process. Resources available to farmers 
include their personal skills, resources and assets. Impor- 
tantly, farmers who chose to diversify their business 
interests also retain control over the originating farm and 
may also chose to maximize capacity in that business as 
well. 
The results of this study suggest that there is a 
substantial transfer of resources from farm businesses into 
new ventures within the Norwegian farm sector. Resource 
transfer is particularly apparent when the activities of the 
new business venture are closely related to the Tarm 
business, in terms of horizontal or vertical expansion, 
and is greater when the farin is relatively resource rich. This 
implies that farmers who have been successful in creating 
one well functioning and resource rich business are able to 
transfer a greater volume of resources into their new 
vcnturcs. This is in linc with findings in othcr industrics 
(Alsos et al., 2004). 
Further, these findings suggest that many farmers are 
already engaging in activities advocated by Norwegian 
"Agriculture Plus" policies; utilizing existing farm re- 
sources in new business development. These new farm- 
based ventures may result in greater value creation rrom 
farm resources, thus contributing to economic develop- 
ment in rural areas. 
How and in what ways resource transfer affects the 
profitability of the new venture is a more co~nplex and 
intractable issue. When the activities of the new venture are 
closely related to the originating farm business, resource 
transfer appears to explain a substantial amount of 
difference in the profitability of new ventures. Future 
studies should, therefore, take into account the relationship 
bctwccn cxisting and ncw vcnturcs in thcir analyscs of 
multiplc busincss owncrs in both thc farm and thc non- 
[arm sectors. To dale, research studies have shied away 
from direct examination of the relationship between the 
activities of existing firms and new ventures. The results 
presented here suggest this relationship Inay be crucial to 
our understanding of the potential advantages of multiple 
business owners and how the performance of their ventures 
may be inter-related. Such research would also greatly 
contribute to our knowledge of the more processual aspects 
of multiple business ownership and pluriactive farming. 
Resource transfer was both positively and negatively 
rclatcd to thc ncw vcnturc's profitability pcrformancc. 
Whilc thc transfcr of physical rcsourccs appcarcd to 
enhance the new venture's profitability, the transfer of 
knowledge and organizational resources appeared to 
reduce it. In part, this can be explained by the particular 
characteristics of the Norwegian farin sector. The sector is 
still highly regulated, the main policy implements being 
production quotas, relalively large subsidies and import 
restrictions. Annual negotiations for subsidy regimes 
taking the form and rhetoric of wage negotiations illustrate 
the political and administrative, rather than market driven, 
status of the sector. A long tradition of large-scale 
coopcrativcs with thc obligation to buy total production 
and links between farm production and fixed prices has 
resulted in farmers having little or no contact with the 
market. As a consequence, most Norwegian farmers have 
little knowledge of marketing, sales. pricing and distribu- 
tion. It is not surprising, therefore, that pluriactive farmers 
transler Tew oT these Lypes oT knowledge resources to their 
new ventures. The finding that the transfer of these types 
of knowledge resources has a negative impact on new 
venture performance can be explained by 'liabilities of 
staleness' (Starr and Bygrave, 1992) or overconfidence 
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